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ABSTRACT 
Using a case study approach, I investigate a very timely and significant policy issue regarding 
postsecondary education. While internationalization seems to be ubiquitous in universities’ 
policy rhetoric and statements in the Canadian context, specifically in Ontario, it is unclear what 
values drive internationalization and how they influence policies and initiatives at a public 
university in Ontario. Relying on Easton’s approach of policy as the ‘authoritative allocation of 
values’ and drawing on critical policy analysis, I perceive policy as ‘the practice of values’. The 
critical policy approach and the centrality of values in analysis require a consideration be given 
not only to what values are represented, but to understanding whose values are represented and 
whose voices are missing in internationalization activities and related policy statements.  
By interrogating policy perceptions conveyed through interviews with university 
administrators and faculty, and reflected in policy statements and administration rhetoric, this 
study found the emergence and presence of two major discourses of values driving 
internationalization policies: liberal-academic and neoliberal-instrumental. The liberal-academic 
discourse is constituted by two sets of values: educational/academic and 
multicultural/humanitarian. The neoliberal-instrumental discourse is also comprised of two other 
sets: market-based and competition-based values. Moreover, the findings support there is a 
significant gap between the meaning of internationalization in theory and its perception in 
practice. From a critical point of view, internationalization is rhetorically (in theory) 
acknowledged as ideological components, and literally (in practice) recognized as different 
realistic components with some pragmatic rationales. Additionally, although participants from 
different administrative positions and faculties share the same values regarding the necessity of 
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internationalization, there are significant differences between their perceptions and attitudes 
about the meanings, rationales, and agendas of internationalization.  
The study shows the gradual extension of commercial logic and market values that 
historically have been absent from traditional university policies in Ontario to educational 
initiatives and academic values. The study recommends internationalization initiatives require 
harmony and a dynamic balance between the two identified discourses of values. There is, 
therefore, an imperative need to maintain balance in the global market of internationalization and 
to protect academic and humanitarian values and rationales of postsecondary education. 
Keywords: Internationalization, Higher Education, Values, Critical Policy Analysis, Case Study, 
Ontario. 
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CHAPTER I: THE PROBLEM 
Introduction: Context of the Problem 
The higher education sector has traditionally been affected by circumstances beyond and above 
campus missions and national borders. Universities have almost universally been associated with 
an international mission and cross-border dimension. They are presently being compared 
internationally, whether they want to or not, as if they are competing with each other in tough 
and tight international markets. Over the past three decades international initiatives of higher 
education have developed significantly worldwide. Internationalization has come a long way 
over this time and, in both theory and practice, occupied much attention of policy makers 
influencing strategic plans of most higher education institutions across the world (Altbach, 2002; 
de Wit, 2006; Enders, 2004; Jones, 2009; Knight, 2004; Ninnes & Hellstin, 2005; Rinne & 
Koivula, 2005; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Scott, 2000).  
One criticism about internationalization is that institutions are increasingly 
commercializing their international initiatives and activities (Marginson & Sawir, 2011; Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010). There has recently been a global shift toward neoliberal principles and values in 
today’s institutions, and the higher education sector is accordingly seen as a crucial factor in 
ensuring economic productivity and competitiveness in this context (Bok, 2003; Giroux, 2007; 
Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Currently institutions are funded more by private sources than public, 
which was not the case two or three decades ago (Altbach, 2012; de Wit, 2011; Jones & 
Oleksiyenko, 2011; Maringe, et al 2013). Many higher education leaders are, accordingly, more 
known for being, what Giroux (2007) calls ‘successful fundraisers’ rather than intellectual 
leaders. In such a situation ‘market efficiency’ (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) and ‘productivity’ 
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(Henkel, 1997) are central and postsecondary education is seen as a ‘multi-billion dollar 
business’ (Altbach, 2012). Institutions have hence increasingly been recognized as an ‘export 
industry’ or what David Ward (2008) calls ‘oil wells of the new economy’. This perspective is 
also associated with “promoting the instrumental values of competition” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, 
p. 31). Under such circumstances, democratic public and intellectual values are, as Giroux 
(2010) observes, scorned in higher education settings.  
Postsecondary education missions are, therefore, losing ground in favour of market and 
commercial goals. As de Wit (2011) argues, increasing “competition in higher education and the 
commercialization and cross-border delivery of higher education have challenged the value 
traditionally attached to cooperation, such as exchanges and partnerships” (p. 242). Within the 
ideological framework of neoliberalism, higher education institutions have, as Slaughter and 
Rhoades (2004) observed, become international drivers for revenue generation, since profit has 
become prioritized over the core educational activities of institutions. Therefore 
internationalization appears to be a key component for branding institutions to sell their 
products- normally credentials and certifications- to potential buyers, most of them being 
students from the developing world.  
The commercial model of higher education has been criticized by many scholars, 
especially those who believe that postsecondary education is a public good that should be 
accessible to all based on their merit. Higher education has, in addition, traditionally been 
regarded for its contributions to intellectual and scholarly values, for its capacity to develop 
critical thinking in the community, and for its power to examine dominant assumptions and 
institutional norms (Axelrod, 2002; Bok, 2003; Childress, 2010; Clark, 1998; Giroux, 2007, 
2011; Guld, 2003; Readings, 1996; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2009). The 
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academy is supposed to be a citadel of democratic learning, as Giroux (2011) argues, but many 
of its contemporary leaders are now eager to define themselves largely by economic terms and 
market considerations. Higher education has been a place and space in which public academic 
values and democratic modes of governing have traditionally been valued. And many scholars 
argue that higher education should still play a leading role in attaining equity, freedom and 
justice, fostering the values of democracy, educating and creating critical citizens, as well as 
shaping new democratic generations of thinkers and actors (Altbach, 2002; Giroux, 2007; Rizvi 
& Lingard, 2010).  
Problem Statement 
Internationalization, in both theory and practice, has occupied much of the attention of policy 
makers and has influenced policy statements of higher education institutions across Canada and 
internationally. Currently the vast majority of higher education institutions are increasingly 
interested in internationalization as a strategic activity for reinventing, restructuring and 
extending themselves. Even if lines have become blurred between the rationales behind 
internationalization (Knight, 2003; Tarc, 2013), many critical researchers claim that 
internationalization of higher education appears to be a part of a top-down-for-profit agenda 
rather than a global educational initiative to prepare students to live and work in a globalized 
world and equip them to be responsible global citizens (Altbach, 2012; de Wit, 2011; 2005; 
Giroux, 2007; Maringe, et al., 2013; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010).  
Internationalization, like international education, has, as Tarc (2013) argues, “become an 
expedient in a neoliberal zeitgeist where the lines between ‘making a difference’ and ‘making 
profits,’ and international engagement and resume building, have become blurred if not erased” 
(p. 2). So we see at the same time university administrators making claims about how students 
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can ‘make a difference in the world’, build their resumes and become global citizens; these 
processes occur alongside new pressures for universities to commercialize, make profits and 
compete. Some higher education researchers and policy analysts have been warning policy 
makers, university administrations and practitioners about the likelihood of risks of 
internationalization. Internationalization has also been critiqued for other reasons. A few critical 
scholars ask whether internationalization is losing its way and becoming more corporate and less 
enlightened and about academic goals. Some others question whether the world of higher 
education may have reached the end of internationalization in the sense that academic initiatives 
and priorities are more oriented toward economic goals and returns (Brandenburg & de Wit, 
2011; de Wit, 2006; Giroux, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Scott, 2000). It seems that two factors 
are more influential than others in this shift in vision and rationale. Affected by a growing 
interest, demand and marketplace for cross-border higher education and increasing competition, 
the value of postsecondary education exports from most developed countries has grown 
exponentially during the last three decades. Second, influenced by neoliberal global principles 
and values, the direction of internationalization has changed, with the introduction of a set of 
market principles to guide its processes and practices (Altbach, 2012; de Wit, 2011; IAU, 2005, 
2010; Rizvi, et al., 2005).  
The global market of higher education has, as a result, presented contrasting models of 
internationalization over the last two decades. Consequently, and as studies support, 
internationalization has consistently been identified as a major trend of trade policy of higher 
education in most universities in developed countries, and also as a priceless and irreplaceable 
source of brain gain (Giroux, 2007; Maringe, et al., 2013; Rizvi, et al., 2005; Rizvi & Lingard, 
2010). In other words, internationalization appears to be a matter of a for-profit global trade 
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agenda rather than a [democratic and] global public policy based on values such as public 
enlightenment, responsiveness and critical awareness. While internationalization is supposed to 
be a policy for the strengthening of local and global research networks and knowledge 
exchanges, and the improvement of academic quality and providing equitable educational 
opportunities to students to accomplish their needs and interests across the world, in reality it is 
viewed by some scholars as “a contribution to the financial bottom line in an era of financial 
cutbacks” (Altbach, 2012, p. 2).  
As today’s knowledge-driven economy becomes increasingly globalized, the commercial 
benefits and contributions of internationalization are substantial. The economic contribution 
from the direct export of education and services abroad and international students’ fees is the 
main financial aspect of internationalization. The annual monetary benefit of international 
student tuition fees is estimated to generate about US$100 billion in revenues for host countries. 
(King-Head, 2012). In other words, while internationalization should incorporate a range of 
values and programs that include openness, tolerance and cosmopolitanism (Rizvi, n.d) in order 
to prepare students for an increasingly globalized and multicultural world (Green, 2004, 2007) 
under the hegemony of the current market-driven regime, its main objective has become to 
provide a primary source of income for most institutions engaging in this policy.  
This study underscores that internationalization as an [alternative] source of profit in a 
public university is problematic. In other words, this study is concerned with the extent to which 
internationalization is guided by economic and market-driven rationales, motivations and 
tradable commercial values, which may further marginalize academic and intellectual values and 
principles in the higher education sector. What is problematic is not institutional strategies in 
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diversifying the sources of income,1 but the vision and practice of internationalization as a matter 
of global trade agendas rather than a global academic and educational strategy. While the main 
institutional rationales and strategies of internationalization are about economic and commercial 
activities such as marketing, export of programs, rankings and institutional international 
branding and profile and income generation (Knight, 2004; Kehm & Teichler), the problem is 
that this policy may perpetuate the erosion of intellectual values and culture that have served the 
academy in its modern sense for nearly three centuries.  
These issues are important to explore given that most universities today are engaged in 
internationalization strategies. Longitudinal surveys by the International Association of 
Universities (IAU) in 2003, 2005, and 2010, for example, report that internationalization has 
been the first policy priority and the most important agent of change in higher education policy 
processes and practices over the last decade. And closer to home, internationalization of higher 
education has “become a significant feature of the Canadian educational landscape” (Beck, 2012, 
p. 133). Over 200 higher education institutions in Canada engage in some form of international 
activity (AUCC, n.d). As a common component of institutional mission statements, Canadian 
higher education policy makers and administrations have, as Jones and Oleksiyenko (2011) 
argue, made internationalization as a key priority and key aspect of their strategic plans. The 
significant point for local universities, according to The Minister of International Trade (2012), 
is that becoming the 21st century leader in internationalization in order to attract top talent 
foreign students and prepare citizens for the global marketplace seems the focal vision and 
landscape of the Canadian higher education. Canada is, accordingly, going to be a leading 
destination for many undergraduate and graduate international students. 
                                                          
1 From international students’ mobility, research contracts and collaborations, program transfer, knowledge 
exchange, etc. 
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Ontario is one of the provinces that have embraced internationalization of higher 
education in Canada. Indeed, in 2010, the government of Ontario made a public announcement 
to double the population of international students in the coming years (Coates & Morrison, 
2011), leading two scholars to state that universities in Ontario “are chasing applicants from 
around the world” (Coates & Morrison, 2011, p. 216). While internationalization seems to be 
ubiquitous in higher education policy rhetoric in Canadian higher education institutions, it is not 
particularly clear what values drive internationalization policies and initiatives in provinces such 
as Ontario. In other words, while the export of postsecondary education to different areas of the 
world is one of the main objectives of Canadian institutions (Lessard & Brassard, 2009), we need 
to identify the embedded values driving internationalization initiatives. While “many Canadians 
worry that the newcomers such as international students are displacing Canadian students 
seeking to get into the best programs” (Coates & Morrison, 2011, p. 217), whose priorities are 
represented in various internationalization programs and whose voices are possibly missing need 
to be investigated. Whereas most Canadian universities are struggling and competing to find new 
sources of revenue through attracting more international students (Coates & Morrison, 2011; 
McNeil, 2013), the main rationales behind internationalization need to be critically examined. 
Evidence demonstrates that Canadian universities design and market their programs to 
appeal to an international audience (CMEC, 2011). This study is an attempt to provide a critical 
policy analysis of why and how a public university in Ontario does engage in 
internationalization. In a context where competition in an aggressive market of higher education 
has been one of the main characters of Canadian universities over the last two decades (Beck, 
2012; CMEC, 2011; Fisher, et al., 2009; Jones & Oleksiyenko, 2011), this study represents an 
endeavour to understand the ways and processes in which rationales are positioned in the 
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internationalization agenda. Most importantly, if as stated by the Council of Ministers of 
Education, Canada (CMEC, 2011) ‘bringing education in Canada to the world, bringing the 
world to Canada’ is the objective of internationalization, we are particularly interested in 
comprehending how internationalization’s values become manifest in a public university in 
Ontario. Accordingly, policy perceptions obtained through interviews and official policy 
statements found in policy documents and materials constitute two main sources that are 
interrogated and conceptualized in this study.  
Purpose Statement 
This study aims to illuminate the values that drive policies and initiatives associated with 
internationalization in a public university in Ontario and underpin its administrators and faculty 
views and perceptions. In other words, drawing on critical policy analysis, this study questions 
the perspectives of university administration and faculty regarding internationalization as it is 
used and conveyed in university policies and initiatives. It critically examines how policy values 
are embedded in their perspectives and understandings about internationalization. The analysis 
further considers how official policy documents reflect ‘the practice of values’ in relationship to 
internationalization. More specifically, the study is undertaken with the following objectives: 
- To develop a better understanding of meaning and rationales of internationalization in a 
public university in Ontario.  
- To uncover whose priorities are represented in various internationalization programs as 
well as whose voices are missing.  
Research Questions 
The central question of the study is: 
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What values drive internationalization and how do they influence policies and initiatives at a 
public university in Ontario?  
In addition, the study is guided by the following three research questions: 
1- What does internationalization mean for administrators and faculty members? 
2- Why does a public university in Ontario engage in internationalization? 
3- Whose policy (agenda) does internationalization of higher education represent? 
Policy in the area of higher education, whether intended as an instrumental outcome, based 
on the functional and rational tradition, or as a potential for emancipation based on the critical 
tradition, encounters diverging stances on the nature and importance of values. Values are often 
embedded within a broader context of policy discourses. The central question of the study 
critically examines values that influence policy makers of a public university to internationalize 
their institutional activities. It identifies values represented and disseminated through policy 
statements and administration rhetoric. It addresses the question of how different stakeholders 
[research participants] differentiate values presented in internationalization policies and 
initiatives.  
Furthermore, the main intent of the first research question is to examine how participants 
perceive and interpret their experience of internationalization activities. Specifically it aims to 
examine the meaning of internationalization of higher education and attitudes of administrators 
and faculty about different initiatives. The intent of the second question is to interrogate the main 
rationales for internationalization at a public university. The objectives of the third question are 
to understand whose priorities and preferences are represented in internationalization activities 
and whose voices and opinions are absent from its agenda. Specifically the third question asks 
how and by whom are the internationalization policies and strategies written and developed. 
10 
 
Significance of the Study 
This study is significant for a number of reasons. Firstly it attempts to provide a persuasive and 
innovative conceptual tool to investigate higher education policy in order to conceptualize policy 
rationales and values in contemporary higher education. Drawing upon different critical 
perspectives developed by scholars and leading figures in the areas of public policy and 
education, this study uses various directions and concepts of policy analysis approaches and 
critical policy analysis to critically conceptualize internationalization in the context of 
Ontario/Canada.  
Secondly, almost all prestigious and non-prestigious, or top-ranking and low-ranking 
institutions’ administrations refer to either their international profiles and international dimension 
in initiatives and mission statements or their current and forthcoming strategic policies for 
internationalization. However there is little effort by those institutions to conduct serious critical 
policy analysis in order to produce some new knowledge, insights and literature on 
internationalization of higher education. In consequence, as Beck (2012) suggests, there is an 
urgent need to examine the internationalization of higher education. And “if knowledge about 
internationalization is to be advanced” (Beck, 2012, p. 136) particularly in the Canadian context 
of higher education, this study is an attempt to fill the existing gaps of the literature, scholarship 
and knowledge in this area of policy and knowledge.  
Thirdly, in terms of contribution, the findings and analyses of the study are intended to be 
of interest and value to scholars and also to various stakeholders in the area of 
internationalization, specifically in Ontario and Canada. Furthermore, as a case study in policy-
oriented research, the most important policy contribution of this study is, as Merriam (1998) 
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argues, that it can directly influence policy, practice, and future research in the field of 
internationalization. 
Overview of Conceptual Approach and Methodology 
This study relies on critical policy analysis (CPA) as its theoretical perspective. Critical 
discourse analysis (CDA) is also used as a complementary conceptual approach. Knowing that 
policy studies in the field of internationalization of higher education suffer from a kind of 
conceptual and theoretical ambiguity and vagueness (Ball, 1994, Taylor, et al., 1997), I have 
turned to globalization (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) as an additional conceptual frame to better 
understand higher education policy in an era of a dominant neo-liberal agenda.  
This study uses qualitative and case study research methodology. A public university in 
Ontario that had/has actively adopted and implemented internationalization as a policy and 
had/has a respective strategic plan, was chosen as the research site for the study. Data collection 
for this research relied on several primary sources: one-on-one key-informant interviews, policy 
documents, and published archival materials. In order to enhance the credibility and authenticity 
of findings, the study used two types of triangulation: methodological (Denzin, 2005) and voice 
triangulation (perceptions). Participants were selected from two groups of administrators and 
faculty members that had wide engagement, knowledge and information about 
internationalization activities and have been involved in this policy. The study used two types of 
sampling; purposeful sampling (criterion-based sampling) and snowball sampling. The collected 
data were analyzed in two stages; single case analysis (Yin, 2006; Merriam, 1998) and cross-
[sub-] case analysis (Borman et al., 2006; Yin, 2006). Further details about the methodology of 
this study are found in Chapter IV. 
12 
 
Positionality 
Positionality is a way of describing and disclosing the background, experience, values, and bias 
of the self to highlight the position of the policy researcher on an issue (Bourdieu, 1999; Prunty, 
1985; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Disclosing the positionality of researcher means dealing with “the 
questions of who is doing the policy analysis and for what purpose, and within what context” 
(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 46). Critical policy analysis includes taking into account the 
positionality of the researcher for the interpretation of information and phenomena for the 
purpose of determining the approach toward policy analysis. A critical policy analyst is not an 
impartial observer; s/he needs to be open about his/her position and to be transparent about 
his/her background that may affect the findings of the analysis.  
In the initial phase of thinking and articulating my ideas to design this study I became 
acutely aware of being an insider in terms of “actual location of policy researcher in respect of 
the focus of analysis; [as] a doctoral student” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, 46). I believe myself to be 
an insider because I am an international student working on internationalization of higher 
education. Being an insider offers an exclusive opportunity for conducting critical policy 
analysis. As an insider who has researched a project to which I can relate, according to Lughod 
(1988) and Hill-Collins (1990), I have an advantage in terms of using my knowledge and 
experience to gain a deeper insight into my interpretation and analysis. Over the last decade I 
have witnessed institutions engaging with internationalization initiatives in both developed and 
developing contexts. My background in higher education1, my familiarity with theory and 
practice highly influenced the design of this study prior to its initiation. My lived experience in 
                                                          
1 My academic background and curriculum vitae are attached at the end of this dissertation. 
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higher education as a policy researcher and my experience as an expert in an international non-
profit association inform another aspect of my positionality regarding this study.  
Alongside being an insider, I am also an outsider as I am neither a faculty member nor an 
administrator at the research site. An outsider does not, as Mullings (1999) argues, belong to the 
context of group or subject under study. From this position and from the perspective of 
academic-cultural outsider (Phillips & Schweisfurth, 2008) there is a greater degree of 
objectivity; ability to observe the study site; and collect data without distorting, and 
misrepresenting the meanings, perceptions and attitudes of participants (Mullings, 1999). My 
dual positionality of insider/outsider, my professional background and experience in the area of 
higher education gave me the confidence to think that I must forge my own path in making a 
contribution to the field of internationalization in higher education. Also, it is my hope that I can 
make both a local and global impact in this area of knowledge, policy and practice. 
With internationalization being so important to the fabric of higher education institutions, 
it has already given me much to think about and ultimately establish my own position. In my 
opinion as a critical idealist, internationalization is supposed to be relevant to all facets of 
university policies and practices, particularly in terms of the trinity of teaching, research and 
service. Through the vantage point of an insider/outsider with an extensive experience in the 
field of higher education, I believe that internationalization initiatives and programs should aim 
at supporting the goal of educating critically active and informed global citizens who will be 
motivated to stand up for their values, while promoting their reasoning skills by becoming 
critical thinkers. As such, internationalization can [and should] theoretically and practically 
provide significant possibilities and opportunities for engendering intellectual life, education, and 
experiences within and around academic settings. Amongst like-minded researchers in critical 
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policy tradition, I have been concerned with the risks and challenges of internationalization 
policy in terms of increased commodification of higher education policies and programs. This 
happens at the expense of the intellectual life and academic values that have traditionally 
underpinned postsecondary education, that include academic freedom, collegiality, social 
responsibility, scholarly excellence, intellectual pluralism and diversity, scholars mobility, 
knowledge exchanges and institutional autonomy: values which I am firmly committed to.  
The Key Concepts  
The Concept of Value 
The concept of value is central to this study. Value (and valuing), as it is commonly understood 
and proclaimed in philosophy and social science, is quite a basic, but ambiguous concept. The 
term value and “value-expressions such as good, bad, right, wrong” (Dewey, 1939, p. 7) are used 
in a variety of philosophical, sociological, economic, psychological, linguistic, ethical, and 
educational contexts with a wide range of meanings and different approaches (Elliot, 1997; Pal, 
2010; Perry, 1926). Just as many different answers are and could be given to the question what is 
value, the definition and question of ‘value’ cannot, in an obvious sense, be easily answered and 
developed. Because offering a precise definition of the term/concept(s) in qualitative and critical 
policy research may overly limit the scope of conceptualization and analysis, this study will 
attempt to develop a comprehensive understanding of the definition of values and policy. 
Although the term value seems to be a buzzword and “attempts at defining value are rarely 
adequate for general use” (Elliot, 1997, p. 69), there is a range of different definitions of the 
concept. What follows is a brief synopsis of definition of value coming from a number of major 
English language dictionaries. In the Merriam-Webster Dictionary (2013), value is divided into 
two main meanings; ‘a numerical quantity that is assigned or is determined by calculation or 
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measurement’, and ‘something (as a principle or quality) that intrinsically is valuable or 
desirable’. The Oxford English Dictionary (2013) defines the verb “to value” as: to estimate the 
monetary worth of something; and to consider (someone or something) to be important or 
beneficial; and as a noun value is a) the regard that something is held to deserve; and the 
importance, worth, or usefulness of something, b) the material or monetary worth of something, 
c) principles or standards of behavior, and e) the numerical amount denoted by an algebraic term; 
a magnitude, quantity, or number). In the Macmillan dictionary, value is defined a) the amount 
that something is worth, and measured; and b) the principles and beliefs that influence the 
behaviour and way of life of a particular group or community. The online dictionary of 
thefreedictionary (2013) represents five different definitions of value as follows: a) an amount, 
as of goods, services, or money, considered to be a fair and suitable equivalent for something 
else; a fair price or return; b) monetary or material worth; c) worth in usefulness or importance to 
the possessor; utility or merit; d) precise meaning or import, as of a word; and e) a principle, 
standard, or quality considered worthwhile or desirable. 
From a different angle the Visual Thesaurus reveals the ways that different concepts from 
different definitions are related to value and their diverse meaning. As shown in Figure 1.1, the 
word map of value includes 7 nouns (such as numerical quantity, worth, economic value, color 
property, note value, time value and ideal) and 14 verbs such as rate, determine, prize, respect, 
measure, assess, evaluate, etc. 
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Figure 1.1. The word map of term value 
Besides terminological definitions, value has been defined and redefined in different ways and in 
different disciplines and theoretical contexts. From the ancient time by philosophers such as 
Plato and Aristotle to the present, whether it is called axiology or ethics, value has widely been 
the subject matter of philosophy. While values - both those relating to means and those relating 
to ends- are clearly an important concept and phenomenon in policy studies, it almost impossible 
to give an all-embracing definition (Elliot, 1997); simply because it is “difficult to detect and 
almost impossible to measure’ (Stewart, 2009, p. 16).  
In accordance with different philosophical approaches and dictionary definitions, the concept 
value, however, could be defined in two ways: quantitative-objective and qualitative-subjective 
approaches. From a quantitative perspective, value is defined as a numerical quantity measured, 
assigned or computed aspect of things. In this approach the objectivity of things is basic, and the 
market, monetary or material worth of things are valued. In other words, the worth of something 
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is evaluated in terms of the amount of other things for which it can be exchanged or in terms of 
some medium of exchange. The quantitative logic of exchange value appears as the basic 
principle. The qualitative approach of value focuses on the relative worth, merit, or importance 
of things, whether the thing is an idea, event, person, policy, or object. From the qualitative 
perspective, the subjectivity of concept is fundamental; values are beliefs expressed in judgment 
statements rather than in fact statements; “the judgments that implicitly express an assumption 
about benefit or harm” (Elliot, 1997, p. 70). The qualitative-ethical-subjective approach and its 
definition as “a principle, standard, or quality considered worthwhile or desirable” is the only 
one that is epistemologically more congruent with and more relevant to the theoretical 
perspective of this study. 
The Concept of Policy 
Many, but not all, initially consider policy no more than a ‘text’. From the expert point of view, 
policy could be considered a ‘text’, a ‘discourse’ (Ball, 1993, 1994), or simply a document, a 
process, as well as a product (Taylor et al., 2010). Depending on the intent and position of the 
person who is defining or analyzing it, policy can be viewed in many different ways., This 
section will review and discuss different definitions of and approaches to policy definition, from 
the middle of last century to the present, which have been advanced in the literature in order to 
illustrate what policy means in this research and how this discussion illuminates my 
understanding of educational policy [-making] in the context of higher education. 
According to Taylor et al (1994) policy involves the production of the text, the text itself, 
ongoing modifications to the text and the processes of implementation into practice. According 
to Dye (2002) policy is whatever governments choose to do or not to do. Policy is a decision, 
made by a publicly elected or designated body, which is deemed to be in the public interest 
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(Torjman, 2005). Policy is a field of activity, a specific proposal, government legislation, a 
general program or ‘desired state of affairs’, and what governments achieve (Wedel et al., 2005). 
Policy refers to the actions and positions taken by the state, which consists of a range of 
institutions that share the essential characteristics of authority and collectivity (Rizvi & Lingard, 
2010).  From Ball’s perspective, “policy is both text and action or words and deeds; it is what is 
enacted as well as what is intended” (Ball, 1994, p.10). 
Besides the above mentioned definitions there is a range of policy definitions in different 
systems by different experts. Different definitions of policy reflect different values, priorities, 
and actions that are exhibited during the work toward implementing the policy. While every 
definition tends to refer to policy in terms of its theoretical or philosophical construct, most 
definitions explicitly or implicitly present a constant emphasis on the terms “values” and 
“action”. Although there is, in other words, no single definition that encapsulates all of them, the 
most common element for the policy definition is ‘value statement’ and ‘validated and approved 
(authoritative) action’. Thus, one of the most fitting definitions of policy for this study belongs to 
Easton (1953) who defines policy as the authoritative allocation of values. This definition 
addresses the issue of who has the power to make policy and what is important for 
implementation. This definition of policy describes which values are important to an institution. 
In other words, policy is associated with values because it is an attempt to stimulate and bring 
about specific interests. Specifically, policy values in this study refer to different typologies of 
values in the area of public policy; such as private or public, developed by Jacobs in 1965, 
instrumental or intrinsic, developed by Wright in 1971, procedural or substantive, developed by 
Scott in 2000, political or policy, developed by Stewart in 2009, among others.  
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Organization of the Study 
This study consists of seven chapters, which are organized as follows. The first chapter 
introduced the study, and described background, problem statement, purpose of the study, 
researcher positionality, and research questions that the researcher intended to address. Chapter 
II begins with a general review on the literature and scholarship of internationalization of higher 
education both internationally and in the Canadian context. This chapter also addresses a few 
significant gaps in the existing research literature. Chapter III focuses on the main theoretical 
framework and also conceptual approaches of the study which contains critical policy analysis 
(CPA), critical discourse analysis (CDA), conceptual grounding of globalization, and 
neoliberalism. Chapter IV starts with an introductory discussion on qualitative and case study 
research, and develops the research method that this study is based on. In Chapter V, the 
researcher summarizes the key findings of the study. This chapter has seven sections; in each 
section first the data gathered from the official policy documents and administration rhetoric is 
summarized; and findings from individual interviews are then presented, and finally each section 
ends with a few conclusions. Chapter VI begins with developing a critical discussion on the 
findings regarding the central question and three other guiding research questions of the study. 
Chapter VII concludes the dissertation with a summary and discussion that interweave the 
findings of the study based on research questions, and ends with a final argument and some 
recommendations.     
Summary 
This first chapter started with discussing the context and developing the problem of the study 
based on different resources, evidences, perspectives by different scholars, and with the 
researcher’s experience and positionality. The chapter continued with a purpose statement and 
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research questions and then with an overview of the study’s conceptual approach and 
methodology. The chapter ended with a definition and description of two basic concepts that 
inform the study, namely ‘value’ and ‘policy.’ I now turn to reviewing the literature that 
informed this study. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Early research in the field of internationalization of higher education was occasional, 
coincidental, and episodic (Teichler, 1996). By the beginning of 1990s, internationalization was 
faced with a lack of academic recognition of the field (de Wit, 1997) and comprehensive 
documentation (Teichler, 1996). There has been little theoretically and methodologically 
ambitious studies in the area of internationalization over the 1980s and1990s, and there was not 
much research done until the beginning of the new century (Altbach & Knight, 2007). 
While the available related research and study regarding internationalization can be 
considered ‘large-scale’ (ex. IAU’s surveys), ‘middle-scale’ (example: regional and inter-
institutional projects) and ‘small-scale’ (example: all dissertations and single papers in journals), 
overall there is limited literature about internationalization of higher education (Altbach & 
Knight, 2007; de Wit, 2011; Knight, 2008; Kehm and Teichler, 2007; Marginson & van der 
Wende, 2009). According to Larsen (2013), the existing literature can, however, be categorized 
in three main frameworks: ‘strategies’ (types of strategies, activities and initiatives); ‘locations’ 
(where internationalization takes place, home or abroad); and ‘motivations’ (rationales for 
internationalization in higher education). Different studies in the area of internationalization of 
higher education, in addition, suggest, at least, three other streams that could be added to 
Larsen’s frameworks. The first one is ‘conceptual’ framework of internationalization and its 
relation with some relevant and superior concepts such as globalization, intercultural and 
multicultural education, and international education, among others. For example, in her study 
“Internationalisation of HE in the UK: Where are we now and where might we go”, Caruana 
(2007 argues that the conceptual debate on internationalization of higher education is very much 
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alive in UK universities. The second framework is ‘critical’ literature dealing with all studies and 
discussions on internationalization such as benefits, opportunities, challenges, among others. 
And the third one is ‘students’ framework such as research and studies on both international and 
domestic students’ experiences and perceptions (Altbach & Knight, 2007; de Wit, 1997, 2011; 
Caruana, 2007; Knight, 2003, 2008; Kehm and Teichler, 2007; Marginson & van der Wende, 
2009; Powell, 2004; Teichler, 1996). 
The content and literature reviewed in this chapter is aligned with the research questions 
of the study and reflects some of the areas of research on internationalization in higher education 
outlined above. It contains five sections: research literature on internationalization as a 
phenomenon [notion and definition]; literature about the rationales, initiatives and strategies 
associated with internationalization; benefits and potential challenges; policy research on 
internationalization with a focus on values, and finally Canadian experiences of 
internationalization.  
Internationalization as a Phenomenon: A Developing Concept  
The popularity of internationalization as a policy priority has soared since the early 1980s 
(Knight, 2003). The 1990s, however, mark “an important phase in the evolution of the 
internationalization of higher education” (Knight, 2008, p. 27). From 1990s, the definition of 
internationalization of higher education has been the subject of many related studies, policy 
statements and administrative rhetoric and is still evolving (Knight, 2008; Powell, 2004). 
However, concepts like internationalization may have very different meanings depending on who 
is defining it and in what context it is applied.  
Many define internationalization as a process of integrating international education into 
the curriculum in order to increase international cooperation, enhance national security and 
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improve economic competitiveness (Harari, 1992; Klasek, 1992; Mestenhauser & Ellingboe, 
1998; Powell, 2004). For IAU (2013), internationalization is also a dynamic process and a means 
to multiple ends that can bring numerous benefits (Egron-Polak, 2013). According to Soderqvist 
(2002) it is a “change process from a national higher education institution to an international 
institution leading to the inclusion of an international dimension in all aspects of its holistic 
management in order to enhance the quality of teaching and learning and to achieve the desired 
competences” (p. 29). Internationalization is also defined as a process of strengthening the 
international character of campuses with the support of a leading institution (Hanson & 
Meyerson, 1995; Harari, 1992; Pickert & Turlington, l992). Knight in 1994 defined 
internationalization as “a sustainable process of “integrating an international and intercultural 
dimension into the teaching, research and service functions of the institution” (p. 7). The 
meaning of internationalization, therefore, varies from its traditional campus-based international 
initiatives, study abroad programs, stand-alone travel experiences, student and faculty exchanges, 
and collaborative research to processes of integrating international or intercultural perspectives 
into the teaching, research, and service functions institutionally (Altbach & Knight, 2007; 
Bogotch & Maslin-Ostrowski, 2010; Knight, 2003). 
De Wit (2011) critiques different misconceptions and misunderstandings of 
internationalization policy. He argues that the reality about internationalization is less promising 
than its conceptual definitions. de Wit points out that for many, internationalization in practice is 
still similar to teaching in English, or studying abroad or teaching an international subject to 
international students. According to de Wit’s (2011) argument, the worst misconception 
regarding the internationalization of higher education is that it means having many international 
students on campus. 
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Another point is that although the concept has been defined from different perspectives in 
academia and has become a main research topic, the term has not yet reached its conceptual 
limits and there is no universally accepted definition of this phenomenon (Kehm & Teichler, 
2007; Marginson & van der Wende, 2009). Because of this Stier (2004) argues about divergent 
conceptualizations of internationalization and points out that today’s “universities are guided by 
divergent understandings of the term ‘internationalization’ as well as by diverging or even 
contradictory ideologies (p. 83). Therefore, internationalization of higher education over the 
years has been experimenting, theorizing and evolving. Until recently, it was, for example, used 
to refer to student mobility and curriculum for international students and later referred also to 
domestic students. It is evolving and developing “from a reactive to a pro-active strategic issue, 
from added value to mainstream, and also has seen its focus, scope and content evolve 
substantially” (de Wit, 2011, p. 242). Even though for many internationalization still means 
mobility and the presence of international fee-paying students (Stier, 2004) and, at most, the 
expansion of university campuses and branches abroad, the process of internationalization of 
higher education has, as Knight (2003) points out, been manifesting itself in a variety of ways 
and policies. New components were added to its multidimensional body in the past two decades, 
“moving from simple exchange of students to the big business of recruitment, and from activities 
impacting on an incredibly small elite group to a mass phenomenon” (Brandenburg & de Wit, 
2011, p. 15).  
According to available literature and studies, there are six major components of 
internationalization: a) international students recruitment b) student and scholar mobility c) 
research and knowledge exchange and technical assistance; d) marketing and expansion of 
university campuses and branches abroad; e) internationalization of campus curricula; and f) 
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virtual transnational internationalization (like MOOCs1). Therefore, it is clear that 
internationalization is not supposed to be only about the curriculum needs of students or even 
crossing borders and promoting student mobility; it is a multiple strategic policy that engages, 
incorporates and affects higher education institutions in different national/international 
dimensions (Altbach & Knight, 2007; de Wit, 2011; Knight, 2008; Kehm & Teichler, 2007; 
Marginson & van der Wende, 2009; Maringe et al., 2013).  
Although internationalization has no universally agreed upon definition and represents 
different things to different people from the variety of positions in the area of higher education, 
there is, on the other hand, Jane Knight’s widely-used definition. Despite different definitions, 
most current understandings of internationalization are influenced by Knight’s definition (Beck, 
2012; Maringe et al., 2013). As the most cited definition in the relevant literature and policy 
statements, internationalization of higher education is “the process of integrating an 
international, intercultural, and global dimension into the purpose, functions (teaching, research, 
service) and delivery of higher education” (Knight, 2004, p. 11). Because of promoting a 
simplistic understanding of the process of internationalization, this definition may, however, be 
part of the problem. Although Knight’s new definition is a welcome start to the literature, “the 
depth dimension of internationalization is more dynamic and far reaching than portrayed by 
Knight” (Sanderson, 2008, p. 279). Knight’s (2004) approach of internationalization is 
problematic because it does not reflect the realities of world of today postsecondary education 
properly. Moreover, there is no sufficient evidence for the prevalence of this definition amongst 
those who lead and manage modern-day universities in different parts of the world (Maringe et 
al., 2013). 
                                                          
1 Massive Open Online Course 
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Although a “number of researchers and writers in higher education have made reference 
to Knight’s definition” (Sanderson, 2008, p. 277), this definition and approach remains 
problematic and questionable in the context of critical policy approach. As Franke and Russell 
(2012) argue “Knight’s address of internationalization is deserving of critical consideration” (p. 
2). It seems to me that the above mentioned and well-cited definition fits into the policy 
approach which is known analysis for policy (Gordon et al., 1977; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) or 
what Ozga (2000) dubs research for policy. In other words, while the approach of analysis or 
research for policy lacks a critical orientation, and because this study is basically a critical policy 
analysis, the above mentioned institutional definition(s) may not be aligned with the theoretical 
and conceptual perspective of this study. The study has to adopt a definition of 
internationalization that aligns with the alternative and critical policy approach, namely analysis 
of policy, or research into policy1. Since internationalization today is remarkably different from 
what it was one or two decades ago (IUA, 2012), redefining the contemporary institutional 
approach of internationalization of higher education is required.  Because of this gap in the 
literature [particularly between visions and practices], one of the guiding questions of this study 
has been the notion and definition of internationalization in a specific context. As Brandenburg 
and de Wit (2011) argue, it is timely to critically reflect on the changing concept of 
internationalization. In other words, because of emerging different critical perspectives and 
remarkable changes in values, goals, strategies and initiatives in the area of higher education, re-
definition of this concept and policy is needed and necessary. From a critical viewpoint, and 
based on the findings, this study, therefore, attempts to develop a discussion on definitions of 
internationalization of higher education in Chapters V and VI.  
                                                          
1 These two approaches will be explained in Chapter III, under the section ‘Conceptual Framework.’ 
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Rationales, Initiatives and Strategies 
Internationalization is not merely a policy concern exclusively for the top-tier and prestigious 
universities in the developed world; it is significant for the majority of higher education 
institutions and their policy makers in different contexts (Egron-Polak, 2012; Knight, 2009; 
Stier, 2002). In most intuitions’ policy statements the central “rationales driving 
internationalization are becoming more explicit and are changing” (Knight, 2004, p. 19). Many 
institutions typically internationalize in order to recruit either for talent, and qualified or wealthy 
foreign students (Lipsett, 2009; McGowan & Potter, 2008). Some universities internationalize in 
order to attract top-quality faculty and professional researchers and research staff (Delgado-
Márquez, 2011; Van der Wende, 2007). The dominant tendency, according to Knight (2008), is 
mostly toward economic rationales, branding and competition for recruiting talented 
international students.  
From the perspectives of some scholars, internationalization is increasingly associated 
with commodification and commercialization of higher education (Altbach 2002; de Wit, 2011). 
As the goals and objectives of internationalization are multiple and somewhat conflicting (Tarc, 
2013), there are different rationales for institutions acknowledging it as a policy priority. In the 
related literature there are a variety of goals and rationales underpinning internationalization 
ranging from educating global citizens, building capacity for research, to generating income from 
international student tuition fees, and the quest to enhance institutional prestige and reputation 
(Brown 2011; de Wit, 2011; Gibbs 2011; Knight, 2008; Maringe et al., 2013; Teferra 2008). 
Internationalization on one hand generates a competitive and commercialized drive for different 
initiatives like student enrolments, whereas on the other, it evokes notions of transnational 
connectivity and academic reciprocal flows of individuals (Matthews, 2002). According to 
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IAU’s (2005) survey the main rationales of internationalizing are ‘increasing national economic 
competitiveness, development of strategic alliances (political, cultural, trade, academic etc). 
(20%), building human resource capacity, promoting international solidarity and co-operation’, 
among others. Furthermore, the IAU surveys (2003, 2005, 2010) shows that the key rationales of 
internationalizing vary from institution to institution and they include the preparation of students 
to live and work in a globalized world; the improvement of academic quality; the strengthening 
of research; attracting new students; generating revenues; and, increasingly, securing prestige 
and reputation.  
Maringe and Gibbs (2006) classify all the rationales of internationalization in six wide-
ranging streams: economic, political, sociocultural, technological, educational and pedagogical. 
Although the rationales of internationalization vary from different contexts and positions in 
practice, Knight (2004) discusses internationalization in terms of levels of emerging rationales; 
a) national human resources development, including strategic alliances, commercial trade, nation 
building, social/cultural development; b) institutional international branding and profile 
including income generation, student and staff development, strategic alliances, and knowledge 
production (p. 22-3). According to Knight (2004) the all the main rationales based on two 
national and institutional levels could be classified in four major rationales of a) Social-cultural; 
b) Political; c) Economic growth; and d) Academic. See Table 2.1.  
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Table 2.1 
The Rationales of Internationalization of Higher Education 
 
Note: Adapted from Knight, 2004, p. 23. 
According to Stier (2004) there are three rationales or what he calls ‘normative motives’ 
embedded in internationalization policies which influence administrators, policy-makers and 
faculty in their understanding and approach to internationalization: idealism, instrumentalism 
and educationalism. The idealist rationale of internationalization stems from the normative 
assumption that ‘internationalization is good per se’. According to this ideology, through 
internationalization initiatives, “higher education can contribute to the creation of a more 
democratic, fair and equal world. Hence, the task of universities is, among other things, to 
‘foster’ citizens that adhere to an emanicipatory outlook on the world” (p. 88). According to 
Instrumentalism, higher education is “to be one means to maximize profit, ensure economic 
growth and sustainable development, or to transmit desirable ideologies of governments, 
transnational corporations, interest groups or supranational regimes” (p. 89). From the standpoint 
of educationalists the purposes of internationalization extend beyond mere idealistic and 
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professional aspirations of policy-makers. Based on educationalists’ arguments 
“internationalization may contribute to personal growth and self-actualization. … The role of 
education is to assist him or her, not merely in detecting cultural differences and similarities, but 
in understanding, scrutinizing and respecting them” (92). 
As higher education institutions in different parts of the world internationalize for a 
variety of reasons, there are different initiatives in internationalization processes. These 
initiatives vary from traditional internationalization initiatives such as student and staff mobility, 
curriculum change and international institutional linkages for teaching and research to new forms 
such as branch campuses abroad, distance learning programs with a global reach, and 
international educational hubs and networks. In their research, Assessing the Internationalization 
of Degree Programs: Experiences from a Dutch-Flemish Pilot Certifying Internationalization, 
Aerden et al (2013), for example, investigated the diversity of internationalization initiatives in 
the Netherlands and Flanders. They, like de Wit (2011), conclude that internationalization 
initiatives [and strategies] are filtered and contextualized by the specific internal context of the 
university, by the type of university and by how they are embedded nationally. Furthermore they 
are shaped at the program level by the different relationship these programs have to the market 
and society (Aerden et al., 2013, p. 57-8).  
In their research, A Comparative Study of Perceptions of Internationalization Strategies, 
Warwick and Moogan (2013) compared the internationalization strategies of two groups of UK 
universities and the views of staff group at those institutions. They examined how UK 
universities are internationalizing and what approaches seem to be successful and unsuccessful. 
They conclude that approaches to implementing internationalization varied across the two 
sample groups of UK universities. Whilst nearly all UK universities have an internationalization 
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strategy, the perceived focus of many institutions remains on initiatives like recruiting 
international students and not on other internationalization initiatives. In other words, “the 
financial imperative of recruiting international students is generally a must do, prioritized ahead 
of nice to do softer issues, such as developing an international culture in the university” 
(Warwick & Moogan, 2013, p. 117).  
Warwick and Moogan’s research also showed that whilst internationalization strategies 
existed at most universities, the content of these strategies is often not communicated throughout 
the university and there are significant variations in practice in the degree and understanding of 
internationalization between departments at the same university. Warwick and Moogan’s 
research indicates that there are many gaps between the stated intentions of the institutions, as 
laid out in their internationalization strategies, and the capabilities of the institutions to deliver 
their strategy. They argue that with the exception of a few institutions, most UK universities 
“have not developed staff and other resources in line with the increase in international student 
recruitment, the development of international teaching collaborations and the aspiration to create 
an international learning environment” (p. 118). Warwick and Moogan’s (2013) study also 
identifies that most universities have not attempted to internationalize their curriculum and there 
is only limited interest in the development of international experiences and student mobility. 
There are, in addition, a number of strategies that higher education institutions have been 
using over the last three decades as they map and implement their strategic plans of 
internationalization. At the institutional level all strategies could, however, be categorized in two 
main strategies of organizational and program (Chan & Dimmok, 2008; Knight 2004; Knight & 
de Wit, 1999; Wächter, 2003). The organizational strategies relate to policies and infrastructure 
and include four main sub-strategies of governance, operations, services and human resources. 
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Program strategies relate to curriculum and include four main streams of academic programs, 
research and scholarly collaboration, and extracurricular (Knight & de Wit, 1999; Knight, 2004; 
deWit, 1995). Program strategies may be differentiated by type, as either internationalizing at- 
home or internationalizing abroad. Knight (2004) and Sanderson (2008) extend the program 
strategy in two main streams [sub-strategies] of internationalization at home’ and ‘cross-border 
education’. Internationalization at home applies to a ‘campus-based activities’ that happens 
within the border of a country. Cross-border education is a cross-border initiative and means 
internationalization happens abroad and technically supposed to be means of trade in 
postsecondary education. In other words, campus-based strategies are most often referred to as 
internationalization at home, and off campus initiatives are called cross-border. Cross-border 
education has significant implications for campus-based internationalization and vice-versa. 
Many of the new developments and unintended consequences are, however, associated with the 
cross-border aspects of internationalization (Knight & de Wit, 1999; Knight, 2004; Knight, 2009; 
Sanderson, 2008).  
According to Maringe (2010) the main strategies to internationalize universities are 
commonly undertaken in four methods: (1) recruitment of international students, (2) students and 
staff exchange programs, (3) teaching collaboration and partnerships including joint programs 
and offshore teaching (4) development of international collaborative partnership for research, 
and (5) curriculum internationalization, ranging from minor changes in content to fundamental 
redesign of objectives, teaching methods and assessment with global aspects  (Maringe, 2010). 
According to Beck (2012), strategies such as study abroad, the recruitment of international 
students, and exchange programs tend to promote fixed ideas of the global as ‘going out there’ 
and the local as being ‘here,’ particularly in relation to culture and the notion of intercultural 
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literacy (p. 138-9). Nevertheless the crux of the matter is that like rationales no one strategy fits 
all; they vary from context to context, institution to institution, position to position and are even 
“different by level: doctorate, master and bachelor” (de Wit, 2011, p. 243) in one single 
department. As the meaning and rationales of internationalization are evolving, the related 
initiatives and strategies are developing from branch campuses abroad and distance learning 
programs to a global reach to international educational hubs and networks (IAU, 2012; Knight, 
2004).  
In closing, it is worth mentioning that many of today’s universities have continued to 
produce reliable and relevant internationalization initiatives and strategies. However as Warwick 
and Moogan (2013) remark, the problem is that universities “remain weak at putting these 
strategies into action” (p. 118). In its A Call for Action, the IAU (2012, pp.3-4) suggests different 
principles and values which are expected to be embraced by higher education institutions in their 
design and implementation of internationalization initiatives and strategies. Commitment to 
promote academic freedom, institutional autonomy, and social responsibility is the first 
suggestion of IAU. Placement of academic goals such as student learning, the advancement of 
research, engagement with the community, and addressing global problems at the center of 
internationalization efforts is another important suggestion. Pursuit of socially responsible 
practices locally and internationally, such as equity in access and success, and non-
discrimination is another important suggestion of the IAU’s ‘A Call for Action’. According to 
the IAU (2012) as institutions design and develop their initiatives and strategies, they should be 
clear and transparent about why they are undertaking a particular initiative and strategy, how it 
relates to their academic mission and values, and what mechanisms can be put in place to avoid 
possible negative consequences.   
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Benefits and Potential Challenges 
Higher education policy makers in both institutional and governmental levels are increasingly 
interested in the variety of opportunities and benefits associated with internationalization. 
According to the IAU’s (2005) findings, 96% of responding higher education institutions from 
95 countries in the world1 believed that internationalization brings various benefits and 
opportunities to institutions. The Minister of International Trade (2012) lists the many benefits 
of internationalization that have been cited frequently over the years by university leaders. 
According to this report, the five main benefits of internationalization are bringing an 
international dimension into the teaching, research and services; helping current and future 
generations to become citizens of the world who can contribute to the diplomacy of knowledge; 
the near-term impact on national and regional economies; immigration, demographic and labor 
market benefits; and finally economic growth, job creation, and increased exports and 
investment. The benefits of internationalization, however, may vary from institution to institution 
and from region to region. According to most critical researchers, the major benefit of 
internationalization of higher education for most Anglo-American institutions is economic profit 
(de Wit, 2011; IAU, 2012; Knight, 2007). Contrary to Anglo-American universities, institutions 
in developing countries, for example, put “less emphasis on revenue generation and more 
emphasis on the benefits of academic quality, research, and curriculum, which are fundamental 
elements of any higher education institution” (Knight, 2007, p. 61).  
As internationalization fulfils different benefits and opportunities, it may privilege certain 
groups on and outside of campus more than others. From an idealistic viewpoint 
internationalization is good ‘per se’ because it enables students and scholars from different parts 
                                                          
1 58 were from developing and 37 from developed countries 
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of the world, particularly from the developing world, to access to new skills, information and 
knowledge in the developed world (Stier, 2002, 2006). In addition, internationalization is viewed 
as a policy that improves an institution’s capabilities in relation to teaching and research, 
intercultural learning and cooperation, and enables a university to benchmark its courses against 
international norms (Ayoubi & Masoud, 2007; Elkin, Farnsworth & Templer, 2008). 
Importantly, if international students, as Charbonneau (2012) remarks, choose to remain in host 
country after graduation they constitute a desirable source of qualified immigrants who are 
capable of integrating well into the host country economy.  
Although a big gap between developing and developed countries exists in terms of the 
importance attributed to the benefits and challenges of internationalization, every single 
institution may face some degree of challenges of this policy (IAU, 2005, 2012; Knight, 2005; 
Stier, 2002). The IAU’s (2005) global survey shows that 70% of responding institutions believe 
that there are substantial risks associated with internationalization. According to this report the 
top three risks are the commodification of postsecondary education programs, the increase in the 
number of foreign degree mills and low-quality providers, and brain drain a problem. According 
to Knight’s (2007) and Maringe’s (2013) observations, the loss of cultural and national identity, 
erosion of the quality of education, the homogenization of curriculum, dominance of western 
hegemony,  commodification of education, and brain drain are the main risks and unintended 
consequences of internationalization. 
Internationalization, in addition, may foster unjust and uneven academic and non-
academic benefits globally among institutions and nations. Although internationalization 
initiatives and programs exist in almost every country, mostly developed countries, especially the 
large English-speaking nations “reap the main financial benefits and control most programs” 
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(Altbach & Knight, 2007, p. 306). IAU (2012) reports that “uneven global flows of talent will 
remain an issue of consequence, in the long run, some of its worst impacts can be attenuated as a 
wider array of nations develop capacity and opportunity at home.’(p. 4). As Altbach and Knight 
(2007) and IAU (2005) remark, most buying countries are Asian and Latin American middle-
income countries and, to a lesser extent, the poorer nations of the developing world that lack 
capacity to meet growing demand. The largest markets are therefore for ‘demand-absorbing’ 
programs that provide access to students who could not otherwise attend a postsecondary 
institution. 
According to Green (2013), success in internationalization for many institutions is a bit of 
a numbers game. It is defined by the numbers of domestic students going abroad, the numbers of 
international students on campus, the amount of revenue foreign students generate, and also the 
number of campuses abroad or courses offered with an international focus. Thus, this numbers 
game, particularly an increase in the quantity of students in a classroom, can progressively lead 
to a decrease in the quality of teaching, learning and communication on campus. The over-
concentration on international students’ tuition fees to generating income is one of the central 
challenges of internationalization which is constantly “being critiqued for having an economic 
orientation” (Beck, 2012, p. 133).  
A number of other potential risks of internationalization have begun to appear (IAU, 
2012). The prevalence of English is one of these adverse consequences as its widespread use 
may lead to cultural homogenization. Extending global competition in postsecondary education 
is another challenge that may diminish the diversity of institutional models of what constitutes 
quality of higher education. In addition, large-scale international student recruitment may result 
in the mistaken belief about decreased opportunities for local or domestic students or 
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inadvertently feed prejudice about foreigners. For instance, one of the most widely used 
indicators for internationalization is the ratio of international students versus domestic students. 
Taking this as the basis, a recent study has pointed out that leading universities such as Harvard, 
MIT, Yale or Cambridge have very high scores for this indicator (Horta, 2009). The other 
challenge is that it appears that the host governments [most of them from developed countries] 
are encouraging universities to convince foreign graduate students to stay in their new host 
countries. As IAU (2012) reports, this may foster the process of brain drain and even accelerate it 
globally. Furthermore, internationalization is providing substantial access in some countries and 
will be a ‘niche market’ in others (Altbach & Knight, 2007). However, as “the trends of 
commodification are seen to threaten the human development, research, and national capacity 
benefits of internationalization” (Knight, 2007, p. 620), the future of this policy may face more 
multifaceted challenges.  
Policy Research on Internationalization: With a Focus on Values 
Despite recent “ever increasing diversity, not only in themes and topics, but also in authors and 
the regions they come from and write about” (de Wit, 2011, p. 102), internationalization suffers 
from the lack of adequate robust sources with any particular epistemological and ontological 
positions and directions (de Wit, 2011; Kehm & Teichler, 2007; Maringe et al., 2013). To put the 
situation into context, it is important to remark that this status could be observed largely in the 
national and also local levels in Canadian research and scholarship on internationalization of 
higher education. One of the main reasons for such a situation appears to be the lack of skilled 
experts and researchers who professionally engage with the issue as their field of research 
interest and expertise. According to the IAU (2010) report, only a few studies have made a 
significant contribution to the theory and literature of internationalization in higher education 
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over the last two decades. de Wit (2011), however, provides a promising statement. According to 
his observation, there are emerging young researchers in different parts of the world, especially 
from Asia, Latin America and Africa and an increase in graduate and other types of professional 
research on internationalization by young scholars and practitioners around the world. 
While there is an increasing number of policy-driven studies, there is, nonetheless, a dearth 
of literature regarding policy development and policy values associated with internationalization 
of higher education, particularly in the Canadian context (Altbach & Knight, 2007; de Wit, 2011; 
Kehm & Teichler, 2007). Policy values topics have been investigated for much of the second 
half of the past century (Evers, 1988; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), but research and analysis on the 
area of internationalization remain clearly ignored. According to de Wit (2001) and Teichler’s 
(2004) observations, and my investigation on the Internet and research databases, there is not 
much research on the subject of values and internationalization.  
Although the issue of ‘values’ and related topics appears to be the most neglected research 
issue in the fields of higher education and internationalization (de Wit, 2001; Evers, 1988; Rizvi 
& Lingard, 2010; Teichler, 2004), some recent research has been conducted. In their research, 
Maringe and Fosket (2013) examined current values adopted in higher education settings 
regarding internationalization agendas. The data gathered from a global survey of 
internationalization in 200 universities undertaken at the University of Southampton (Maringe et 
al., 2013), suggest the emergence of three value-driven models of internationalization:  
commercial-value driven, cultural-value driven and curriculum-value driven. As Table 2.2 
summarizes, the findings indicate that ‘commercial’ values appear to underpin the 
internationalization processes and activities in most institutions in rich-Northern countries of the 
West. Cultural values and imperatives are at the heart of the internationalization agenda in 
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Confucian and Middle East nations; and a curriculum-value driven process appears to support 
internationalization priorities and strategies of institutions in the poorer universities of the south. 
Table 2.2 
Value-driven Models of Internationalization 
 Commercial-value 
driven international 
universities 
Cultural-value 
driven international 
universities 
Curriculum-value 
driven international 
universities 
Representative 
world regions 
 
Mainly Anglophone: 
North America, Canada, 
Australia, New Zealand, 
UK and Western Europe 
Mainly Confucian: China, 
Eastern Asia, Persian Gulf 
states, North Africa 
 
Mainly developing 
nations: Sub-Saharan 
nations, South America 
Dominant views 
about 
internationalization 
 
Largely based on 
recruiting more 
international students and 
staff. Developing a 
visible international 
presence and identity 
Largely based on 
recruiting more 
international staff (not so 
much students). 
Challenging the orthodoxy 
of western hegemony 
Largely based on an 
academic rationale. 
Developing an 
appropriate international 
curriculum 
Dominant 
institutional 
internationalization 
strategies 
 
Talent identification and 
recruitment processes. 
Commercialization of 
international 
collaborative research. 
International student 
experience and league 
table strategies 
Cultural exchange 
programs. Language 
training opportunities and 
International collaborative 
research and partnerships 
 
Internationalization of 
university curricula. 
International research 
collaborative 
Dominant 
challenges/ issues 
associated with 
internationalization 
How to become more 
commercially efficient 
organizations in 
depressed economic 
environments. How to be 
more competitive in 
global markets 
How to challenge the 
dominance of western 
ideology. How to promote 
the Confucian ideology 
more. Achieving greater 
cultural integration 
How to stem talent 
migration to the west. 
How to promote more 
locally driven 
development. How to 
promote more equitable 
and sustainable 
partnerships and 
development programs 
Note: Adapted from Maringe et al (2013, p.38-41).  
While the emergence of above mentioned value-laden policies of internationalization is not a 
new phenomenon, with reference to the literature and align with Altbach (2002), Brown (2011), 
Gibbs (2011) and others, Maringe et al (2013) conclude that in the rich western nations, 
internationalization is increasingly becoming associated with the commodification and 
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commercialization of higher education with an “equally increasing trend toward aggressive 
marketing and privatization and preponderance for more direct student financial contribution 
toward their higher education experience” (p. 33). In this context, as Maringe argues, universities 
seek to be more commercially and economically efficient and cost-effective.  
On the other hand, although financial incentives and income generating programs have 
become purposes of internationalization in many institutions in the West over the last two 
decades, commercial-driven values have not been driving internationalization policies and 
activities of all higher education institutions. In their research, A Comparative Study of 
Perceptions of Internationalization Strategies, Warwick and Moogan (2013) argue that the 
commercial values and imperatives might not be the dominant discourse of internationalization 
in all Western countries. According to Warwick and Moogan (2013) and with reference to the 
related literature, internationalization is not just seen for commercial purposes in many higher 
education systems in the West such as France, Australia, Scandinavian nations, among others.  
In Scandinavian countries, internationalization has, for example, tended to focus on 
student mobility (Dobson & Holtta 2001; Tossavainen 2009). In France, internationalization of 
management schools is being driven partly by a desire to obtain international accreditation and 
also by students who wish to engage in international placements and study in English to improve 
their employment prospects (Perrin-Halot & Thomas, 2012). In Australia, a focus and efforts to 
internationalize the curriculum and graduate attributes has driven much of the recent work on 
internationalization to ensure that students leave university with a global perspective (Crossling, 
Edwards, & Schroder, 2008; Leask 2007; McNicholl, Burney, & Luff 2008; cited in Warwick & 
Moogan, 2013). At the end of their analysis, Warwick and Moogan conclude that whilst the 
focus on international student recruitment is not unique to the UK, the emphasis placed on this 
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one aspect of internationalization above all others is not something that is shared by other higher 
education systems.  
In their research entitled “Internationalizing Educational Leadership: How a University 
Department Jumps the Curve From Local to International,” Bogotch and Maslin-Ostrowski 
(2010) found that the success of an internationalization policy across the three missions of 
research, teaching, and service in a university department rests not only with individual faculty 
champions, but also with collective actions. Their study shows that having willing and capable 
faculty members at departments are necessary to reach the more advanced stages of 
internationalization. This study also indicates that internationalization to faculty members means 
making connections in terms of both research agenda and partnership and connection with 
colleagues and students outside of the institution.  
Furthermore, in 2012, IAU launched a call for action entitled Affirming Academic Values in 
Internationalization of Higher Education. Through this IAU aimed to call attention of 
institutions and policy makers to place academic purposes and values at centre of 
internationalization policies in order to improve the quality of learning, research, and enrich the 
postsecondary education experience (Egron-Polak, 2013). However, in recent years, although 
researchers have focused on ”policy-related, academic and institutional research” (Maringe & 
Woodfield, 2013, p. 1), there are only a few truly robust critical policy research studies on the 
internationalization of higher education (de Wit, 2011; Enders, 2002; Kehm & Teichler, 2007). 
In default of some robust critical research and study, internationalization of higher education, in 
addition, suffers from misunderstanding and misinformation. There are number of different 
myths and misunderstandings about internationalization. According to Knight (2011) the first 
myth is that more foreign students on campus will produce more internationalized institutional 
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culture and curriculum (foreign students as internationalization agents). Myth two rests on a 
belief that the more international a university is the better its reputation is (international 
reputation as a proxy for quality). Myth three says the greater number of international 
agreements or network memberships, a university has the more prestigious and attractive it is 
(international institutional agreements). Myth four rests on the more international accreditation 
stars an institution has, the more internationalized it is and ergo the better it is (International 
accreditation); and myth five saying an international marketing scheme is the equivalent of an 
internationalization plan.  
Canadian Experiences and Studies of Internationalization  
In this section, I review the literature on Canadian experiences of internationalization in order to, 
but provide an overview of internationalization in Canadian higher education institutions. Almost 
all Canadian postsecondary institutions have identified internationalization as a policy priority 
(Beck, 2008; Jones, 2009). The Minister of International Trade (2012) reported in 2012 that 
internationalization in all its facets brings tremendous value to every community in Canada, 
whether urban or rural, eastern or western, francophone or Anglophone. The report emphasizes 
that the process of internationalization of Canada’s higher education and research institutions 
through international partnerships and exchange of talent is thus of substantial importance to 
supporting Canada’s science and technology (S & T) and innovation agendas. 
Internationalization is viewed a force for change in Canadian postsecondary education and 
institutions (AUCC, 2007). According to the AUCC’s (2009) report, not all universities in 
Canada are, however, at the same level of internationalization. “Many universities have an 
international reference in their strategic plan, several have internationalization strategies, but few 
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have a systematic or comprehensive approach to integrating an international dimension to the 
learning and teaching that take place on campus” (AUCC, 2009, p. 7).  
Among the different components of internationalization, recruitment of international 
students are vitally important to Canadian institutions. According to the AUCC’s (2002), 
international students make an enormous contribution to the academic endeavour and bring a 
crucial global perspective to Canadian postsecondary education; furthermore, over the long term 
they become ambassadors for Canadian trade and political interests abroad (AUCC, 2002). As 
reported by the AUCC (2005, 2009), between 1996 and 2006, the number of international 
students studying in Canada increased from 25,000 to 70,000. In 2010, “international students 
represented approximately eight percent of full-time undergraduate students in Canada, 
approximately 18 percent of full-time master’s students and 23 percent of full-time PhD 
students” (AUCC, 2011, p. 15). Even if some critics believe that Canada is not ready to double 
international student recruitment (Usher, 2012), The Minister of International Trade (2012) 
recommends doubling the population of “quality international students” coming to Canada 
within 10 years (from the current number of 239,000 today to 450,000). 
The AUCC’s (2007, 2009) survey shows that preparing internationally knowledgeable 
graduates and providing students with international and intercultural skills is the core rationales 
of internationalization at Canadian universities. According to this survey, building strategic 
alliances with institutions abroad, ‘promoting innovation in curriculum and diversity of 
programs’, ‘ensuring research and scholarship address international and national issues’, and 
‘responding to Canada’s labour market needs’ are other main four rationales of 
internationalization at Canadian higher education institutions, respectively. Despite AUCC’s 
(2007, 2009) surveys, it is evident that like universities in other countries, socio-economic 
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rationales and revenue generating play a big role in developing internationalization initiatives in 
Canadian universities. For example, a recent report from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
International Trade shows international students contributed over $8 billion to Canada’s 
economy in 2010 through tuition, accommodation and discretionary spending. At the same time 
they created over 81,000 jobs; and generated more than $445 million in government revenue. 
Additionally, short term students who pursued language training contributed an estimated $788 
million to the Canadian economy. This report also estimated that $336 million per year can be 
attributed to additional tourism related activities, enjoyed by the international students and their 
family and friends. Out of this amount, about $180.6 million was tax contribution to the federal 
government, and $273.9 million contributed to provincial and territorial government tax revenue.  
Table 2.3 
Values of international Education Services by Top Ten Countries
 
The report adds that Canada’s international education services for long-term students alone 
contribute to the equivalent of 1.7% of Canada’s total export in goods to the world (Roslyn 
Kunin & Associates, Inc., 2012). Tables 2.3 and 2.4 represent the summary of financial and 
economic benefits of internationalization of higher education in Canada. The tables also provide 
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evidence showing that international students make a very significant contribution to the 
Canadian economy. 
Table 2.4 
Comparison of International Education Services 
 
Internationalization is a common component of institutional mission statements and a key 
aspect of their strategic plans in Canadian universities (Jones & Oleksiyenko, 2011).International 
activities, programs, and initiatives in universities and colleges across Canada have increased 
dramatically, both in numbers and diversity, over the past decade (Jones & Oleksiyenko, 2011). 
A majority of postsecondary institutions in Canada agree that internationalization is a high 
priority for their institutions (AUCC, 2007; Knight, 1997). These activities are sanctioned on the 
basis that academic rationales and objectives drive them. However, in the absence of more 
evidence that educational goals of promoting international and intercultural knowledge are being 
realized, and over-intensified activity in recruitment of international students, these claims are 
hardly substantiated (Beck, 2012). 
Although competition in a global market of higher education has, however, been one of 
the main characteristics of Canadian universities over the last two decades (Beck, 2012; Jones & 
46 
 
Oleksiyenko, 2011; Knight 2008; Lessard & Brassard, 2009), according to Knight (2008) the 
components of internationalization in Canadians universities vary from institution to institution. 
Based on Knight’s (2008) survey there are different rationales and initiatives associated with 
internationalization in Canadian universities. These include, for example, recruiting and 
supporting international students, the preparation of globally knowledgeable and interculturally 
competent graduates, marketing and export of education products and services; branding; 
teaching of foreign languages; exchanges programs; curriculum reform and cross-border delivery 
of programs; cooperation and partnerships with higher education institutions in different 
countries particularly developing countries; study abroad and work placement for Canadian 
students. According to Beck (2008) “internationalization in higher education in Canada is more 
closely connected to economic and political rationales of globalization than to students' 
educational concerns” (p. iii). 
According to CMEC, the main strategy for Canadian universities should be having an 
increased share of the international student market and a greater number of international students 
studying in Canada for the near future. The two other strategies could be more opportunities for 
Canadian students to study abroad; and a greater number of international students choosing to 
remain in Canada as permanent residents after graduation. The Minister of International Trade 
(2012), moreover, proposes 14 recommendations to Canadian universities and institutions for the 
future prosperity. These recommendations can be categorized into Targets for Success, Policy 
Coordination and Ensuring sustainable quality, Promotion of Education in Canada, Investments, 
Infrastructure and support. Nevertheless, in considering the contemporary global forces and their 
influences on local and national trends in policy making, many scholars and experts have 
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observed that Canadian postsecondary education has recently been connected to marketization of 
higher education (Fisher, et al., 2009; Muzzin, 2008; Norrie & Lin, 2009; Rae, 2005).  
The final point is that although different surveys (AUCC 2007; Frances, 1993; Knight, 
1995, 2000; McKellin, 1998) show the increased attention of Canadian universities to 
internationalization as a policy mainstream and investment, as Beck (2012) and Jones and 
Oleksiyenko, (2011) remark, there is not substantial and considerable research in this area in the 
Canadian context of higher education. Some of the key gaps in this context mainly, according to 
Bond (2009), relate to a conceptual confusion in the field, the lack of understanding of the 
perspectives, practices, and experiences of the participants engaged in internationalization and 
the implications of this on how internationalization is conceptualized and practiced. One of the 
main contributions of this study is to fill those gaps in the existing literature. 
Summary 
This chapter started with a general review on the literature and scholarship of internationalization 
of higher education. Reviewing and discussing the literature about the different viewpoints and 
definitions of internationalization was the first section of the chapter. I, then, reviewed the 
existing literature about different related topics of rationales, initiatives, strategies, benefits and 
challenges of internationalization. The chapter concluded by describing and discussing the state 
of policy research and studies on internationalization and policy values and also by reviewing the 
Canadian experiences of internationalization. This study is addressing a few significant gaps in 
the existing research literature. These are: critical policy research on internationalization, 
research on values in internationalization policies, research that examines the views and 
perspectives of faculty and finally, empirical research about internationalization in Canadian 
higher education institutions.  
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CHAPTER III: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND APPROACHES 
Introduction 
This chapter discusses the conceptual framework and theoretical approaches of the study. 
Although there is no single theory or clear-cut recipe for policy research (Ball, 1993; Lingard, 
2009; Taylor et al. 1997), the intent of this chapter includes discussing and developing the 
theoretical grounding of the study. This study adopted a critical conceptual framework and 
approach. Among the two major traditions of policy analysis frameworks, the nature of the 
research problem and the purpose of the study determined that I choose an analysis ‘of’ policy 
framework rather than analysis ‘for’ policy framework. 
Furthermore, this study is grounded in an interdisciplinary critical analysis informed by 
approaches from critical policy analysis, critical discourses analysis and globalization. Drawing 
upon different perspectives and perceptions of critical scholars and leading figures in the areas of 
public policy and education such as Ball, Rizvi, Lingard, Ozga, Taylor, Prunty, Giroux, 
Fairclough, among others, I first briefly review and discuss the main policy analysis framework. 
Based on the designated framework, critical policy analysis (CPA) and critical discourse analysis 
(CDA) as the main conceptual approaches of the study are, then, discussed. In the end part of the 
chapter, ‘globalization’ is utilized as the theoretical construct/conceptual frame of this study. The 
intent is to identify different concepts and perspectives of globalization to better understand 
higher education policy in the era of a dominant neo-liberal agenda (Rizvi & Lingard 2010). I 
also locate and express some of those conceptual groundings of neoliberal globalization as well 
as develop the relationship between globalization and internationalization to support my critical 
approach to the research problem. 
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Analysis of-for Policy  
Policy analysis is defined by Pal (2010) as the disciplined application of intellect to policy 
problems. According to Tayler et al., (1997) policy analysis depends on the site of production of 
the policy as well as on the nature of the policy in question. Many policy authors have argued 
about the difficulty of conceptualizing policy analysis due to lack of strong conceptual and 
theoretical traditions and arguments, particularly in the area of [higher] education. Although 
most policy studies have been conducted based on ‘system approaches to policy’ (Ozga, 2000), 
there are other policy research and analysis approaches 
Analysis ‘of-for’ policy is linked to two different traditions of policy analysis and 
research frameworks (Gordon et al., 1997; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). The framework of analysis 
‘for’ policy refers to research conducted for actual policy development, often commissioned by 
policymakers inside the bureaucracy within which the policy is developed. Analysis ‘of’ policy is 
more of an academic exercise, conducted by academic researchers, seeking to understand why a 
particular policy was developed at a particular time and the effects, intended or otherwise, of that 
policy. In other words, analysis ‘of’ policy appears to be academically focused, whereas analysis 
‘for’ policy appears to be practical and requires analysis for the sake of practice - policy 
development and implementation. There is a close convergence between the frameworks of 
analysis ‘of-for’ policy and Ozga’s (2000) approach of research ‘for-into’ policy. Research for 
policy limits research to the existing policy agenda and practice, while research ‘into’ policy is 
an independent critical analysis of the policy-making process. However, Ozga (2002) argues that 
distinction between research for policy and research into policy is problematic and most of the 
time they can be combined.    
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Analysis ‘of’ policy is, according to Rizvi and Lingard (2010) used and utilized in three 
major stages of policy analysis, namely: ‘contextual’, ‘textual’ and ‘outcomes’. Contextual 
analysis is associated with historical and political origins of policy requiring questions such as 
where did the policy originate from; why was the policy adopted and why now; who were the 
players involved in establishing the policy agenda and the policy etc. Textual analysis, the 
second stage, is associated with policy discourse and discursive formation of policy and policy 
problems dealing with a set of different questions such as what discourses frame the policy text; 
are these globalized discourses; to which problem is the policy constructed as a solution; how is 
the policy problem conceptualized; how has the policy text been constructed linguistically; how 
does the policy work as a text; how has the policy been mediatized; how have any competing 
interests been sutured together in the text; what is the intertextuality of the policy; who has 
advanced and promoted the policy and why; how have competing interests been negotiated in 
relation to the policy agenda, etc. The third stage, outcomes/implementation analysis, is 
associated with strategies and policy outcomes of policy requiring questions such as what are the 
strategies for implementation; is this a material or symbolic policy; does the policy have 
unintended consequences; in whose interests does the policy actually work; and what are the 
social justice effects of the policy etc.  
With an overview of different arguments and approaches, the basic concepts of analysis 
‘of’ policy approach seem similar to Taylor et al’s (1997) approach and framework of policy 
analysis including three stages and aspects of ‘context’, ‘texts’ and ‘consequences’ and Ball’s 
(1993) framework of policy as ‘text’, ‘discourse’ and ‘effects’. All the three concepts of effects 
(Ball, 1993), consequences (Taylor et al., 1997), and outcomes (Rizvi and Lingard, 2010) imply 
the same meanings and relevance. The concept context in Rizvi and Lingard’s (2010) and 
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Taylor’s (1997) frameworks entails discourse connotation in Ball’s (1993) framework. In Taylor 
et al’s analytical framework, context refers to the influences that lead to the creation of policies 
and an analysis of the different economic, social and political factors associated with the policy 
agenda. Related to these factors are “the influences of pressure groups and broader social 
movements which force governments to respond through the articulation of a policy statement” 
(Taylor et al. 1997, p. 45). All three frameworks use the concept of text (Ball, 1993; Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010; Taylor, 1997) for the same meaning and the same sense and interpretation. Text 
as the wording and content of the policy provides direction and detail, and requires the questions 
of how the policy is articulated, what the aim of policy is; the values contained within the 
policy?, among others. Text can be comprehended in different ways by different people; but, in 
addition, “it is crucial to recognize that the policies themselves, the text, are not necessarily clear 
or closed or complete” (Ball, 1993, p. 2). Consequences/effects/outcomes are looked at as the 
effect or overall outcome of the policy by the end users. According to Rizvi and Lingard (2010 
consequences/effects/outcomes studies mostly deal with policy practice, the context of policy 
practice, and policy evaluation specially commissioned by governments or state bureaucracies.  
It is worth noting that the distinction between analysis ‘for’ policy [functional 
framework] and analysis ‘of’ policy [critical framework] refers to two different ways of 
addressing a policy problem. The nature of the research problem and the purpose of analysis 
determine what framework of analysis should be employed. Among the two major policy 
analysis frameworks mentioned above, analysis ‘for’ policy and analysis ‘of’ policy, the former 
framework lacks a critical orientation and perspective to policy issues and problems. In looking 
at the various policy analysis perspectives and arguments, the framework that mostly resonates 
with this study is the analysis of’ policy with mixed version of textual-contextual process. It is 
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preferred because of its centrality of critical deconstruction of the problem as well as its textual 
and contextual assumptions. All the arguments and discussions in the following conceptual and 
theoretical approaches particularly ‘critical policy analysis’ and ‘critical discourse analysis’ are, 
therefore, compatible with the critical conceptual grounds of analysis ‘of’ policy framework.  
Critical Policy Analysis (CPA) 
For about three decades or more, policy researchers and scholars have argued that policy analysis 
in education needs to move beyond rational/functional assumptions toward a more alternative 
and critical approach. The limitations of the traditional rationalist approach to policy analysis 
made critical policy analysis justified in policy research and studies. The rationalist approach did 
not, for example, reveal how the inequitable distribution of power and knowledge of 
stakeholders at an institution are implicated in the policy success or failure (Ball, 1990; Evers, 
1988; Ozga, 2002; Prunty, 1985; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Taylor, 1997). There have, therefore, 
been remarkable changes toward that direction and approach to policy analysis during the last 
three decades. During this period, critical educational scholarship has attempted to place 
educational policy and practice within the wider theoretical context of critical theory in general, 
and critical policy analysis, in particular (Ball, 1990; Olssen et al., 2004; Ozga, 2000). Although 
the critical approach to educational policy in the beginning emerged as a critique of social 
reproduction and political inequalities (Levinson, Sutton, & Winstead, 2012; Prunty, 1985), there 
are now a range of different conceptual directions and perspectives of critical policy analysis.  
In the late 1980s, critical policy analysis had an emancipatory undertaking (Prunty, 
1985). According to Prunty, in the context of policy determination, a policy analyst needed 
tosearch for establishing “procedural policy that would enable the inclusion of oppressed groups” 
(p. 135). These groups dominantly were the working class, the poor, ethnic and racial minorities, 
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and women. In this period, critical policy analysts attempted to show how the policy process 
contravened and “subverted the interests of the oppressed and how this is due, in part, to the 
ways in which such persons see themselves and others in society” (Ibid, p. 136). The 
concentration of Prunty’s perspective is on the political inequalities and the emphasis on the 
importance of moral guidance and advocacy in the policy process. Drawing on Prunty’s (1985) 
point of view, two main characteristics could be taken into account for critical policy analysis; 
commitment to praxis- the unity of thought and action, theory and practice’, and the personal 
values and political commitment of the analyst who is anchored in doing policy analysis, 
specifically when some basic values such as justice, equality and individual freedom are 
uncompromised. According to the Prunty (1985), a policy analyst must be aware of the different 
approaches and forms of policies in a given area in order to properly research and assess the 
appropriateness of the policy. According to Prunty’s perspective, critical policy analysis would 
strive to expose the sources of domination, repression, and exploitation that are entrenched in, 
and legitimated by educational policy. A critical policy analyst must, for instance, choose a 
stance which will best serve those whose ‘voices’ and ‘values’ have been subordinated by the 
desires of a dominant few.  
At the beginning of 1990s, critical policy analysis was, as Ball (1994) argues, mostly 
identified as an approach in which policy was historically and socially situated and replete with 
the values of its authors or policy researchers. Ball (1994) advocates an approach which 
emphasizes finding the appropriate theory and concepts for the task at hand, rather than narrowly 
applying a particular approach which may close off possibilities for interpretation. Accordingly, 
the task is to examine the moral order of reform and the relationship of reform to existing 
patterns of social inequality, bringing to bear those concepts and interpretive devices which offer 
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the best possibilities of insight and understanding. A critical policy analyst, therefore, should 
focus on the task rather than theoretical purism or conceptual niceties, and bear those concepts 
and interpretive devices in his or her work which offer the best possibilities of insight and 
understanding. Furthermore, Ball has used the metaphor of a pragmatic tool box to suggest that 
methodologies should not determine the approach to education policy analysis, but that 
methodology should be framed in terms of research purpose and researcher positionality (Ball, 
2008).  
In the last two decades, critical policy analysts and researchers have mostly attempted to 
contribute to understanding of complexity and contextuality of policy making through a focus on 
a broader discursive context (Taylor, 1997). Critical policy analysis, according to this 
perspective, allows policy researchers to address the contextual-historical issues of educational 
policy and is useful to those who are interested in discursive analyses in various subjects of 
policy research. In this framework, a policy analyst, according to Taylor (1997) needs to think 
about the dynamic linkage among three aspects of policy analysis; namely, ‘text’, ‘context’ and 
‘consequence’. Referring to this broad conceptualization of policy analysis, as Taylor (1997) 
argues, policy text is analyzed within its context, specifically its historical one and also in 
relation to its impact on policy arenas in the broadest sense. Critical policy analysis, according to 
this approach, has a twofold function [and undertaking]: reactivity and proactivity. From Taylor 
et al.’s (1997) point of view, critical policy analysis cannot afford to ignore the technical issues 
of planning, but it must also be political and strategic. Being political and strategic help the 
analyst to expose the ways in which agendas are set and framed in favour of dominant interests 
and ideologies, and identify and overcome obstacles to a democratic process.  
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From the beginning of the new century, the central issue in much critical policy analysis 
has been to understand, criticize and conceptualize the global orientation of educational policy. 
According to Rizvi and Lingard (2010), the disposition of critical educational policy analysis in 
an era of globalization requires relationality- in response to new spatial politics- and 
interconnectivity –within and across nations- of policy developments. In order to develop an 
alternative discourse policy analysis, researchers and practitioners, according to Ozga (2000), 
should question and challenge the current discourse of policy making and policy implementation 
in the area of education. If this is achieved, critical policy analysis will contribute to a democratic 
project in education, and an overarching project to reform the education profession, which would 
lead to a significant development of engaged, informed professionals.  
Critical policy analysis defines policy as the practice of power and governance 
(Levinson, Sutton, & Winstead, 2012; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). It employs the stance of critical 
theory in examining how instances of discourse reflect power dynamics in society (Kennedy-
Lewis (2014; Wodak & Meyer 2009). Through this, it aims to illuminate the ways in which 
power operates through policy (Allan et al., 2010). Critical policy analysis also is not value-
neutral (Marshal, 1997; Prunty, 1985) and acknowledges policy as a political and value-laden 
process (Allan et al., 2010). Critical policy analysis is used to elicit ‘truth’ about policy issues 
(Chesler & Crowfoot, 2000) and provides opportunity for policy researcher and analyst to “speak 
with authority against misguided, mistaken and unjust education policy” (Ozga, 2000, p. 2) in 
different local, national and global levels. Critical policy researchers are interested in how 
something comes to be thought of as being true, right, and correct. Rather than focusing policy 
analysis on how to create more effective policies, critical policy analysis asks questions such as 
‘who benefits?,’ ‘Who does not benefit?,’ ‘Who loses?,’ ‘Whose voices are heard?,’, ‘Whose 
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voices are not heard’, ‘How do marginalized groups fare as a result of the policy?’, among others 
(Bacchi, 2009; Chase, et al., 2012; Marshall, 1997; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Critical policy 
analysis, moreover, incorporates elements that aid in the discovery of values and goals critical to 
the formulation of policy objectives (Weimer, 1998) 
Consequently a critical policy analyst must be able to critically envision why a policy is 
made in a specific period of time and how it is put into practice. In critical policy research, it is 
significant to know how policy values are directed and organized around a set of policy 
statements. Critical policy analysis, in this study aims to interrogate and critique in order to 
properly understand the implied and indirect values of policy text and discourse. Critical policy 
analysis is chosen as the preferred conceptual approach and the method of analysis because it 
helps to the kinds of critical questions outlined above that critical policy research attends to. 
Critical policy analysis in this study is used to question the perspectives of university 
administration and faculty, and to critically examine their values about internationalization 
policies and initiatives. Critical policy analysis in this context in this respect exposes the values 
underlying policy issues and their proposed solutions (Fischer, 2003). This, according to Fischer 
(2003) and Yanow (2003), includes an analysis of, for instance, how values and policies are 
perceived and framed by the various policy actors, and understood and experienced by intended 
audiences in their daily lives and professions. These include groups of stakeholders, practitioners 
and clients from different government and private sectors, media, academia, students and parents 
who seek to influence, for instance, the course of higher education policy.  
From Ball’s (2008) point of view, a critical policy analyst must take risks and employ 
his/her imagination, but also be reflexive, and in my term, self-evaluative. Relying on Easton’s 
definition of policy as the ‘authoritative allocation of values’, and drawing on critical policy 
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analysis approaches, in this study I see policy as the practice of values. This vision and the 
centrality of values requires me to consider not only what values are represented, but also to 
examine whose values are represented and whose voices are missing in internationalization 
initiatives and related policy statements. In other words, critical policy analysis requires me to 
interrogate and conceptualize “how some values are glossed over while others are highlighted, 
re-articulated or sutured together” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; p. 75). It helps to understand how 
internationalization policies and programs align with the intellectual values and professional 
needs of the university community. Last but not least, I choose critical policy analysis to 
analytically question university administration, and to critically debunk their policy assertions 
and values driving internationalization policies and initiatives. 
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) 
The term ‘discourse’ is defined and used in different ways. According to Fairclough (1993, 
1995), discourse is manifested in language use or specific spoken/written statements as a form of 
social practice, which are ways of signifying experiences from a particular perspective. From 
Ball’s (1990) point of view, discourses are about “what can be said, and thought, but also about 
who can speak, when, where and with what authority” (p. 2). In accordance with Paechter (2001) 
a discourse is a way of speaking, thinking, and writing that presents particular relationships. 
Within a particular discourse everything cannot, however, be imagined; and only certain things 
can be said, thought, done and achieved. According to Ball (1993) policy texts are set within 
discursive frameworks which constrain but never determine all the possibilities for action. In 
other words, a discourse allows only certain voices to be included. This begs some open-ended 
questions; for example, as Ball (1994) remarks, who are the voices that get to be heard and how 
do they express themselves in the policy discourse.  
58 
 
A critical discourse analysis (CDA) approach to policy studies has recently been taken up 
by researchers in the area of higher education (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). CDA is an 
interdisciplinary approach and methodology in order to examine ideologies and power relations 
involved in spoken or written text(s) (Fairclough, 1995, Van Dijk, 1995). CDA is not, however, 
limited to specific structures of text and talk, and is open to various directions and 
interpretations. It is commonly used in two main containers of ‘approach’ and ‘lens’. As a lens, it 
provides a methodological perspective to describe, interpret, and critique the ‘social context’ 
reflected and embodied in written or spoken texts (Luke, 1997, Fairclough, 1995; Wood & 
Kroger, 2000). As an approach, it provides a conceptual framework for the study of discourses 
that view texts (written and spoken) as a form of ‘social practice’ and focuses on the ways social 
and political domination are visible in written text and spoken talk (Fairclough, 1995, 2010; 
Wood & Kroger, 2000). CDA does not, therefore, confine itself to the lens or method of analysis. 
It provides both an analytic lens and conceptual approach to critically and analytically examine 
and interpret discourse data (text and talk). 
According to critical policy experts, since policy language frames problems in certain 
ways, a critical policy analyst seeks to uncover contradictions in policy statements and rhetoric. 
In other words, critical policy analysis seeks to identify conflicting ideologies in policy 
discourses and associated practices (Kennedy-Lewis, 2014; Simons, Olssen, and Peters 2009; 
Taylor 2004). Critical policy analysis, therefore, builds upon the foundation of critical discourse 
analysis (Taylor, 2004). The logic of using CDA in this study as a critical policy analysis is to 
explore how language works in policy statements, rhetoric, and talks (Fairclough, 1995; Taylor, 
2004). It is to understand how values compete with each other to be represented in the policy 
statements in the context of higher education. I utilize CDA as both ‘conceptual framework’ and 
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‘analytic lens’ to reveal the policy actor’s use of policy terms and statements as a means to 
legitimize current values agendas regarding internationalization. CDA provides a lens to conduct 
a critical policy analysis of examining the values embedded in policy statements and rhetoric. 
Critical discourse analysis will help me to understand the dominant discourse that is employed in 
the policy making and processing system in higher education. In addition, critical discourse 
analysis will allow me to examine the policy language commonalities and differentiations among 
participants (administrators and faculty members) in the research site. Drawing on Fairclough 
(1995, 2010), critical discourse analysis provides me with a critical approach and a lens to 
understand how values in internationalization policy are constructed through language. It also 
helps me to understand the dominant discourse of values driving internationalization policies and 
initiatives. 
Among the different perspectives of CDA, there are two approaches that are more 
employed in the area of education research; ‘Fairclough’s and ‘Foucault’s approaches. 
Foucault’s approach is associated to the historical and social context of [policy] texts (Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010; Taylor, 2004); Fairclough’s (2003) approach focuses on the linguistic features of 
policy texts. There is a third approach that is rarely used in education research. It is Habermas’s 
approach that is an analysis of the different sorts of argumentative discourse in order to describe 
the normative validity of everyday social norms and practice (Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009).  
The CDA that this study employs is a textually oriented discourse analysis for policy text 
and primarily adopted from Fairclough’s work. Fairclough’s approach is an interdisciplinary 
approach to set up a kind of dialogue among disciplines and draws on “theories and techniques 
from a wide range of disciplines to bring together these different approaches and different levels 
of analysis” (Taylor, 2004, p. 435). CDA explores how texts construct representations of the 
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world, social relationships, and social identities, and there is an emphasis on highlighting how 
such practices and texts are ideologically shaped by relations of power (Fairclough, 1992, 1993, 
2001a, 2001b, 2003; Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999; cited in Taylor, 2004).  
Fairclough’s point of view (1992, 1995, 2010) is that discourse analysis is analysis of 
how texts work within socio-cultural practices. By CDA, Fairclough means discourse analysis 
which aims to systematically explore often opaque relationships of causality and determination 
between (a) discursive practices, events, texts, and (b) wider social and cultural structures, 
relations and processes. Fairclough (1995) proposes three dimensions of practice for combining 
the three level of analysis of micro (text), meso (discourse), and macro (socio-cultural) practices 
in a given policy research. According to Fairclough, in text practice (micro level) the analysis is 
on spoken or written language; in discourse practice (meso level) the analysis is on the 
production, distribution and consumption processes of a given text; and in socio-cultural 
practice (macro level) the analysis is on discursive events in order to understand the broad, 
societal currents that are affecting the texts.  This thesis focuses on all three levels of discourse 
analysis. 
Globalization  
Globalization may appear to mean very different things to different people or groups in different 
contexts and disciplines, but whatever its meaning, there is widespread agreement that it is s, a 
phenomenon occurring all around us. The concept of globalization is typically used not only to 
describe a set of empirical events and conditions, but to prescribe desired interpretations of, and 
responses to economic, social, and cultural changes. One could have very different positions with 
respect to the processes of globalization, as a ‘process’ [or set of processes], it affects both policy 
content and production processes in education, and the ways in which educational institutions 
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choose and institutionalize values. As a social phenomenon, globalization is shaking every aspect 
of our public and private lives (Held & McGrew, 1999; Marginson & Rhoades, 2002; Giddens, 
1999; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010).  
Whether a process or a social phenomenon, there are three broad approaches (and tendencies) 
of globalization, according to Held and McGrew (2003). Each approach reflects a general set of 
arguments and views. The hyperglobalist thesis is the first approach of globalization. This 
approach “generally privileges an economic logic and, in its neoliberal variant, celebrates the 
emergence of a single global market and the principle of global competition as the harbingers of 
human progress” (Held & McGrew, 2003, p. 3). The second approach is called skeptical. The 
skeptics “rely on a wholly economistic conception of globalization, equating it primarily with a 
perfectly integrated global market” (p. 5). They are free to conclude that the extent of 
contemporary ‘globalization’ is wholly exaggerated (Hirst, 1997, cited in Held & McGrew, 
2003). The transformationalist approach is the third approach of globalization. According to the 
proponents of this view “globalization is conceived as a powerful transformative force which is 
responsible for a ‘massive shake-out’ of societies, economies, institutions of governance and 
world order (Giddens, 1996, cited in Held & McGrew, 2003, p. 7). 
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Table 3.1 
 Conceptualizing Globalization: Three Approaches 
 
Note: Adapted from Held & McGrew (2003, p.5) 
In this study, globalization is seen as a phenomenon that may influence higher education 
policies like internationalization and bring various advantages and disadvantages. Globalization 
provides an international dimension to all aspects of our societies, communities, and educational 
policies (IAU, 2012; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Some argue that it has the positive effect of 
exposing people to other communities and helping them to define problems by articulating "what 
should be" (Pal, 2010, p. 110), as well as enabling them to gather support from around the world 
and not just their immediate communities. It could be a disadvantage because in the context of 
‘globality’ it is exposed to "a constant barrage of crises and problems" (Pal, 2010, p. 109), which 
makes getting on the public policy agenda, particularly in the area of education, increasingly 
competitive. Global and cross-cultural awareness might be one of other main advantages of this 
phenomenon. As Rizvi and Lingard (2010) remark, it has had the phenomenological effect of 
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enhancing awareness amongst people across the globe of the world as one place, evidenced in, 
for example, talk of the world economy, world policy, global educational indicators, and global 
higher education market. Globalization has also increased public awareness of issues worldwide 
through a post-materialist approach promoting diversity, which includes environmental 
sustainability, gender aspects, and sexual preferences. Through globalization, people have 
learned the value of becoming tolerant and accepting of others who are different from 
themselves. 
Globalization has increased the transparency of countries worldwide and countries now need 
to uphold values consistent with what ideals are respected worldwide. With globalization 
impacting public awareness and socio-political attitudes, people want their say and ideas about 
what public policies are formed. In this respect globalization has opened some spaces for citizens 
and all stakeholders to be engaged and actively participating in what happens locally and 
globally around public policy spheres. In addition, the development of globalization has 
impacted the values that policy makers hold within educational settings by now focusing on what 
is stressed developing an appreciation for a multicultural campus. With the advancement of 
globalization, the barriers between countries across the world have become more transparent and 
have allowed for the integration of policy design to local communities from an international level 
(Pal, 2010). All this represents the tremendous impact of globalization on the cultures and values 
of societies and people across the world, and also the importance placed upon globalization in 
order to benefit both local communities as well as global society. 
At the same time and under the same conditions, globalization has challenged the socio-
cultural and economic-political identities of society over the past two decades. Pal (2010) 
discusses various forms of globalization and their impact on socio-cultural policies including 
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cultural globalization. As the world becomes more interconnected it can be seen that 
globalization can, as Pal (2010) points out, annihilate local cultural traditions in favor of some 
homogenous global standards that can destabilize cultural norms and understandings and thereby 
weaken national bonds. He notes that while some argue that globalization is synonymous with 
sameness, “local cultures have resilience and carve out niches for themselves” (Ibid, p. 65). 
While the idea of the McWorld (Barber, 1995) and cultural globalization (Pal, 2010) are 
spreading their hegemony into the world of institutions, local identities are losing their sense of 
community as nation-states are bending under the weight of globalization. From a critical point 
of view this is somehow threatening to witness how some cultures, traditions, languages and 
values are day by day losing their identities and functions. There is, however, a question of local 
versus global identity and while “many people will welcome increased access to global culture, 
many resist fiercely and even violently” (Pal, 2010, p. 67).  
Concerning the question of what higher education is going to look like due to economic 
globalization, a new global policy paradigm seems to have emerged and the traditional concept 
of educational policy, in general, and higher education policy, in particular, has been challenged 
by globalization. According to Beach at al., (2005) globalization has had two major types of 
impact on postsecondary education. First it has caused increased emphasis on the economic 
contribution of education relative to its other objectives. The other way in which globalization 
has impacted postsecondary education is through marketization, and what some refer to as the 
commodification of education. Within the context of globalization, higher education policy, 
according to Rizvi and Lingard (2010), currently works in different ways and spaces, and is more 
about having effects beyond nations. The processes that now frame education policy are often 
constituted globally and beyond the nation-state, even if they are still articulated in nationally 
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specific terms. When it comes to current trends of higher education, globalization is, in other 
words, often taken as a starting point and process beyond the scope of administrators and policy 
players in control of higher education institutions.  
Globalization is affecting education policy values more than anything else. Indeed, “the 
values underpinning education policy are now often situated within globalized education policy 
discourses” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 51). While some of the older approaches of research in 
education policy might still hold, to some extent, at least, the policy values in the area of higher 
education are often constituted globally and beyond the nation-state’s specific boundaries. In 
educational settings, values are, in other words, negotiated through a range of political contexts 
and processes. These “negotiations no longer take place only within the national political 
context, but also in an emerging transnational space” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 72).  
In this global context, the marketization of higher education is, therefore, seen as the primary 
value and work of higher education institutions (Giroux, 2010; Marginson, 1995; Readings, 
1996; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Educational values are now replaced by the principles of the 
‘market economy’ and an increasing number of students are now viewed as consumers of higher 
education. The commercialization and commodification of policy initiatives are the main and 
dominant discourse of agenda settings and policy making in higher education institutions. In this 
context, democratic public and academic values traditionally associated to universities are 
replaced by an absolute ‘market-driven paradigm’ (Giroux, 2010; Marginson, 1995; Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010). In this context, the major global educational discourses are about the market and 
knowledge economy.   
The significant issue for this study is that globalization shapes many aspects of the 
philosophy and mission of higher education institutions including values, policies, processes, 
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teaching, research, and services. In a global survey (Maringe et al., 2013), university senior 
administrators were asked to indicate the impact of globalization in order to understand how this 
phenomenon is considered to be impacting societies and institutions across the world. As shown 
in Table 3.2, it seems that there is a strong global consensus about globalization exerting uneven 
world development, and high degree of agreement about the impact of globalization on ‘brain-  
Table 3.2 
Distribution of Views About the Impact of Globalization 
 
Note: Adapted from Maringe et al., 2013, p. 29-30.  
drain’ and net migration of students to richer nations. Agreement around whether or not 
globalization contributes to issues improving access to resources and raising the quality of 
people’s lives is weaker in Southern African universities. As Maringe et al (2013) write, while 
“all (100%) senior university staff in Anglophone universities believe that globalization has 
resulted in widening people’s access to knowledge resources, only 40% believe the same to be 
true amongst senior staff in universities in sub-Saharan Africa” (p. 26).  
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Globalization has, on the other hand, continuously challenged the context of 
interpretations and the imaginations of educational policy researchers and agencies, and affected 
theory and methodology within ‘critical social science’ (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Although 
higher education is now very much woven into the market and business world, it helps an 
educational policy researcher to understand how the processes of globalization reconfigures the 
education policy terrain, and how he/she might critically conceptualize policy values across 
global-national-local contexts. The multidimensional character of globalization helps a policy 
analyst comprehend that educational policy has become more fluid, complex, and multiple 
(Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). Policy analysis in the higher education terrain requires an 
understanding of “how multiple, sometimes competing, values are brought together, organized 
and configured in a policy statement allocated in an authoritative manner” (Rizvi & Lingard, 
2010, p. 74). Higher education policy agenda cannot, therefore, simply be inferred from a 
particular theoretical or values position. 
Globalization and Internationalization 
As Altbach (2004) and Knight (2004) remark, internationalization is often confused with 
globalization and there is still a frequent misunderstanding regarding the relationship between 
these two phenomena. The common perspective on the distinction and relation between 
internationalization and globalization positions institutions in a situation in which 
internationalization is the response to the force of globalization. From Turpin & et al.’s (2002) 
point of view, today’s higher education institutions have to respond to globalized challenges by 
“adopting business principles and strategies, and by aggressively pursuing international markets” 
(p. 329). This perspective emphasizes that internationalization is not identical to globalization; 
rather, it is both a product and a contributing factor to globalization. There are, however, a 
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couple of perspectives and arguments regarding the link and relation between these two topics 
and processes.   
The linkage between these two phenomena is, in a way, seen as a two way road in which 
internationalization is simultaneously, “a cause, consequence and symptom of globalization” 
(OECD, 2004, p. 144). Brandenburg and de Wit (2011) argue that both terms act like “two 
connected universes, making it impossible to draw a distinctive line between them" (p. 16).  
Internationalization can best be viewed both as an expression of and a response to the general 
processes of globalization (Knight, 2003; Rizvi, n. d). While the internationalization of higher 
education has long been connected to foreign-policy aims, study abroad today is articulated as a 
necessary national response to a new cultural, political and economic threat called globalization 
(Zemach-Bersin, 2012, p. 91).  Although some experts argue that globalization has arguably 
been the main force behind the acceleration of the processes of internationalization in the higher 
education sectors (Maringe & Woodfield, 2013), some scholars, however, assert that 
internationalization, as a key strategic top-down agenda is the legacy of neoliberal globalization 
and neoconservative ideology, which emphasizes a new academic-colonial and ideological 
values and processes for higher education institutions (Edwards & Usher, 2000; Jones, 2009; 
Ninnes & Hellstin, 2005; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010).  
Some interpret internationalization as a relatively benign and a positive process in contrast to 
globalization, and especially the unfettered global competition of institutions (Knight & de Wit, 
1995; Weltch, 2002). Edwards and Usher (2000), in contrast, view internationalization less 
benignly, arguing that “it comprises the spread of western institutions, culture and practices, 
while globalization is concerned with issues such as hybridity, space and the global-local nexus” 
(p. 20). In terms of both practice and perceptions, internationalization is closer to the well-
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established tradition of international cooperation and mobility and to the core values of quality 
and excellence, whereas globalization refers more to competition, pushing the concept of higher 
education as a tradable commodity and challenging the concept of higher education as a public 
good (Van Vught et al., 2002). Globalization provides the “initial pressure for institutions to 
internationalize. To use a scientific illustration, globalization provides the potential energy for 
institutional transformation, while internationalization illustrates the kinetic energy generated by 
the variety of activities aimed at creating more international/global value within the institution” 
(Maringe et al., 2013, p. 13). Globalization tends to seek cultural, social, political and 
technological homogeneity as a model for integration (see, for example, Caruana & Spurling 
2007), internationalization seeks to understand the differences and to find ways to exploit these 
differences for the greater good (Maringe et al., 2013). 
Globalization refers to the larger trends occurring with cross-border reverberations including 
trans-national movement of students, faculty, and programs, and the world interconnectedness 
via the web (Altbach, 2002). Globalization is, in other words, positioned as part of the 
environment in which “the international dimension of higher education is becoming more 
important and significantly changing” (Knight, 2004, p. 8). Globalization is now the most 
important contextual factor shaping the internationalization of higher education and has also 
introduced new aims, rationales, values, activities and actors engaged in internationalization. In 
higher education, globalization has, according to IAU (2012), led to intensified mobility of ideas, 
students and academic staff and to expanded possibilities for collaboration and global 
dissemination of knowledge. 
Internationalization and globalization are complex phenomena with many strands and the 
distinction between them, although suggestive, cannot be regarded as categorical because they 
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overlap, and are intertwined, in all kinds of ways (de Wit, 2011; Scott, 2006; Teichler, 2004). 
Although globalization is presented as a process impacting internationalization, substantial 
efforts have been made during the past decade to maintain focus on the internationalization of 
higher education and to avoid using the term globalization of higher education. This has had 
mixed outcomes but some success has been achieved in ensuring that the relationship between 
these two terms is recognized, but that they are not seen to be synonymous and are not used 
interchangeably (Knight, 2003). In this sense, the relationship between internationalization and 
globalization could, therefore, be viewed in the Knight’s (2008) quote “internationalization is 
changing the world of higher education, and globalization is changing the world of 
internationalization” (p.1).  
Concluding the above perspectives and arguments, these phenomena are convergent and 
mutually reinforcing; as globalization is changing the world of internationalization, as a response 
to globalization, internationalization is increasingly influencing the world of university culture, 
values, policies and processes. In other words, it is important to point out that globalization and 
internationalization are not the same phenomena, but are related processes and have what Scott 
(2000) dubs a ‘dialectical relationship.’ This study employs the perspective in which 
internationalization and globalization are seen as different, but related and entangled phenomena, 
rather than distinct from each other. Internationalization (of higher education), in another sense, 
seems to be one of the major components of globalization (of higher education). Thus, in the 
context of globalization, internationalization of higher education can provide some significant 
opportunities for creating new kinds of academic life and reproducing a new style of experiences 
within and around academic settings. In such circumstances, it seems that internationalization 
can be a key site for global opportunities and cross-national-cultural cooperation and exchanges.   
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Neoliberalism and Higher Education 
Neoliberalism is defined as a philosophy and theory of political-economic practices of free 
markets and set of market-based liberal economic policies which construes profit making as the 
essence of democracy and consuming as the main [only] operable form of citizenship (Giroux, 
2012, Harvey, 2005; Sen, 1999). In Giroux’s (2012) point of view, neoliberalism combines free 
market ideology with the privatization of public wealth, the elimination of the social state and 
social protections, and the deregulation of economic activity. Neoliberalism as a market-driven 
approach to economic and social policy welcomes the potential gains and benefits of 
globalization and emphasizes the efficiency of private enterprise and open markets. The 
opponents of neoliberalism argue that neo-liberal policies shape the basic conditions of daily life 
and produce inequality in society by increasing the power of corporations and large business 
(Moore, 2011; Peck & Tickell, 2002).  
The dominant critique of current higher education policy mainly is associated with the 
neoliberal and neoconservative components (or elements) of globalization (Rizvi & Lingard, 
2010). Its corporate ideology may have an attempt to frame higher education institutions as the 
scene and source of competence and fund-problem-solving and cooperation possibilities based 
on client focuses, market logic and accountability. From the neoliberal perspective, the 
university administration is influenced more by economic and capitalistic rationales and desires. 
Thus in today's academy and in the face of neoliberalism, the value of post-secondary education 
has taken on the value of a money. Neoliberalism has redefined educational values in largely 
economic terms, linked to the concerns of social and market efficiency. According to Rizvi and 
Lingard (2010) public and educational values have been interpreted through neoliberalism  and 
the neoliberal perspective of education values has privileged processes of acquisition and 
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production rather than the need to build community and social lives that are characterized by 
human dignity. This perspective is also associated with “a preference for the minimalist state, 
concerned to promote the instrumental values of competition” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 31). 
Different studies in the area of higher education affirm that today’s higher education 
institutions are responding to current pressures of neoliberal globalization in transforming into 
corporation and corporate enterprises (Marginson, 1995; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). In the context 
of current dominant paradigm of neoliberalism, higher education policy is often considered  a 
form of “diplomatic investment for future political and economic relations” (Knight, 1997, p. 9), 
which Marginson (1995) refers to as a new version of “marketization of higher education” (p. 
17), and Slaughter and Leslie (1997) dub ‘academic capitalism’. In the present situation of 
neoliberal globalization, higher education, in consequence, appears to be a contradiction. It is 
going through a process of fundamental change, divide and challenge. In the context of the idea 
of free marketing and corporate values and culture, higher education increasingly became a 
privilege rather than a right. References to higher education as a valuable commodity or for-
profit business have become all too common (Clark, 1998; Giroux, 2007, Henkel, 1997; Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010). Under the increasing hegemony of corporatization and commodification of 
public education policy, academy and higher education institutions are, as Giroux (2011) argues, 
defined not as critical enterprises and intellectuals but as state workers.  
Influenced by neoliberal academic globalization, education can be produced anywhere 
and sold everywhere (Pal, 2010; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). As a result of neoliberal academic 
globalization, students are used to choice, and institutions try to convince students [as 
consumers] why they should choose a particular service from their institution. Due to this, 
institutions attempt to establish their unique value in the post-secondary marketplace. In other 
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words, the marketization of higher education is a focal component of neoliberal academic 
globalization. Marketization treats higher education as a consumer commodity with market 
principles “emphasizing greater choice and the certainty of return on the education consumer’s 
investment” (Kirby, 2007, p. 12).  
Central to an influential and meaningful academic globalization are the increased 
mobility of students and faculty, exchange of information and knowledge, and partnership and 
communication among institutions in terms of policy initiatives. In the context of what Giroux 
(2010) calls ‘free-market fundamentalism’, higher education institutions are, furthermore, 
striving to respond to the needs of the rapidly globalizing economy by internationalizing the 
policies and processes of the trinity of teaching, research and services.  
In closing, in the context of the hegemony of neoliberalism, economic logic and political 
pressures are redefining academic missions and values in higher education institutions. Top-
notch institutions’ administrations and policy players do not endorse internationalization policy 
as a means to promote academic values and culture, as a process that celebrates the academic 
traditions and values that exist among academies and academicians in different contexts. In other 
words, many contemporary creditable institutions follow anything and everything in their 
strategic plan and programs but academic values and excellence (Axelrod, 2002, 1997; Readings, 
1998; Rinne & Koivula, 2005). Drawing on Nixon (2011) argument, institutions now have to be 
re-imagined as a social, civic and cosmopolitan good that is central to the well-being of civil 
society and its citizens. I think the time is, then, ripe to critically rethink and challenge the 
current central values and purposes of internationalization of higher education. 
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Summary 
This chapter started with an introductory discussion on the conceptual frameworks of policy 
studies. Based on the designated framework i.e. analysis ‘of’ policy, it continued with developing 
discussion on the two conceptual approaches of the study; namely critical policy analysis (CPA) 
and critical discourse analysis (CDA). Critical policy analysis approaches help to exposes the 
values underlying policy issues and their proposed solutions. Particularly, critical policy analysis 
provides a richer understanding of not only what values are represented, but also to examine 
whose values are represented and whose voices are missing in internationalization initiatives and 
related policy statements. The chapter ended with a discussion on the conceptual grounding of 
globalization and neoliberal globalization in the area of higher education, and an analytical 
review and argument on the relationship between globalization and internationalization of higher 
education. 
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CHAPTER IV: METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative Research Tradition 
In the recent decades, there has been a significant shift and increase in interest in ‘qualitative’ 
methodology (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Creswell 1998; Merriam, 1998) in designing and 
conducting educational research. Qualitative research is a ‘situated activity’ and “consists of a set 
of interpretive, material practices that make the world visible” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p. 3). 
The goal of qualitative research is “eliciting understanding and meaning in which the researcher 
is the primary instrument of data collection and analysis” (Merriam, 1998, p. 11). Qualitative 
research methodology uses “multiple sources of information and data collection to develop a 
holistic account of the subject under study” (Creswell, 1998, p. 39).  
Much recent research conducted with a policy analysis focus has been qualitative (Rizvi 
& Lingard, 2010). According to Denzin and Lincoln (2005), qualitative researchers study things 
in their real and natural settings and locations, attempting “to make sense of, or interpret 
phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them” (p. 3). Qualitative research 
methodology is commonly used in research with critical approaches (Smith, 2006). It is a 
complex research tradition of inquiry based on exploration, description, analysis and 
interpretation (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Merriam, 1998). Grounded theory, ethnography, 
phenomenology, and case study are, however, the main methodological strategies for conducting 
qualitative research in social sciences and education area of studies (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; 
Creswell, 1998; Merriam, 1998). Because one of the main intentions of this study is to explore 
the perceptions of particular group of people in the area of higher education policy, I situate my 
study within qualitative research.  
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Case Study Research 
As a site of multiple interpretive practices, qualitative research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; 
Merriam, 1998) is best used to discover themes and relationships at the ‘case’ level (Gall et al., 
2003, p. 24). A ‘case’ as an object of study in qualitative research can be defined in a number of 
ways including as a person, a program, a policy, a group, an organization, an event, a concept, or 
a project (Merriam, 1998; Borman et al., 2006; Yin, 2006; Stake, 2006). Case studies are a 
common way to conduct qualitative inquiry (Stake, 2006, p. 443) and are likely to continue to be 
the most commonly used approach to studying education-society relations (Arnove & Torres, 
1999, p. 14). Case study draws attention to the question of what specifically can be learned about 
a case (Stake, 2005). It is best applied “when research aims to produce a firsthand understanding 
of a case” (Yin, 2006, p. 112). Case study research enables a researcher to explore the underlying 
factors and influential mechanisms that regulate the course of events, values and policies in the 
area of given study.  
According to Guba and Lincoln (2005) and Stake (2005), theoretically, much case study 
is based on a view that social phenomena, human dilemmas and the nature of cases are 
situational. Case study research commonly concentrates on the influence of social, political, and 
other diverse contexts. In education research, as Yin (2006) points out, case study is employed 
when the researcher is interested in understanding complex social phenomena, and when s/he 
wants to focus on a contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context. Case study method 
is technically pertinent when research addresses either a descriptive question - what happened?- 
or an ‘explanatory’ question - how or why did something happen (Yin, 2006, p. 112). One of the 
main advantages of the case study method is that the researcher or investigator’s interest is 
focused on ‘process’ rather than outcomes, and ‘discovery’ rather than ‘confirmation’ (Merriam, 
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1998; Yin, 2006). The most important benefit of the case study method in policy-oriented 
research, however, is that it can “directly influence policy, practice, and future research 
(Merriam, 1998, p. 19). Nevertheless, case study in education research has, according to 
Merriam (1988) and Yin (2009), two main limitations; it is time-consuming to study one or more 
cases deeply; and the findings often cannot be generalized beyond the case(s). For this study, I, 
therefore, employ case study method to collect in-depth data and discussion about 
internationalization policies and initiatives.  
Research Site 
This study was conducted at an institutional level by focusing on a research-intensive and public 
university in Ontario. In order to maintain anonymity and privacy, the real name of institution is 
not revealed, and Public University is replaced. It had (and has) actively adopted and 
implemented internationalization as a policy and has now been experiencing its third strategic 
plan on internationalization. This university was chosen as the research site based on its adoption 
of internationalization as a case of goal-directed policy and a wide range of international policies 
and programs. Public University is a member of Canada’s G-13 institutions and one of the 
founding members of the Transborder Research University Network (TRUN.ca) which supports 
cooperation among research universities in the border region of Canada and United States. For 
the academic year of 2012-2013, the total student population of Public University was 
approximately 37 thousands, with about 8.4 percent being full-time international students. In this 
academic year at the undergraduate level, international students made up nearly 5.7 percent of 
the undergraduate student body. At the graduate level, Masters and PhDs was nearly 21 percent 
of the graduate students. The percentage of postdoctoral fellows at the institution in the same 
academic year from outside Canada was nearly 50 percent.  
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Faculty participants were recruited from the faculties of Arts and Humanities, 
Engineering, Science, and Social Science. These four faculties, located in the same research site, 
were selected among the most and least internationalized faculties. The criteria were based on 
international activities and components such as the population of international students and the 
international research collaborations in each faculty. The ranking of the most to the least 
internationalized faculty was the: Faculty of Engineering, Faculty of Science, Faculty of Social 
Science, and lastly, Faculty of Arts and Humanities. The logic of selecting participants from the 
most to least internationalized faculties was to collect different voices from different places. 
Research Site and the Context 
Canada is composed of 10 provinces and 3 territories. It does not have a national education 
policy, a federal department of education or an integrated national system of education. The 
education system in Canada is provided publicly and has two main divisions of K-12 (primary 
and secondary education) and postsecondary education. Although education in Canada is 
generally a provincial responsibility, it is funded by the federal, provincial and local levels. 
Education in Canada in terms of the structure and curriculum varies from school to school, 
province to province, and territory to territory. Each jurisdiction (province and territory) has its 
own department(s) or ministry of education. In addition to the provincial/territorial ministry of 
education, there are district school boards which administrate educational programs. Public 
funding for education comes either directly from the provincial or territorial governments or 
through a mix of provincial transfers and local taxes collected either by the local government or 
by the boards with taxing powers (CMEC, 2013).  
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 The history of higher education in Canada dates back to the 17th century.1 Like other 
institutions in North America [and Europe], Canadian universities had a strong connection to the 
church and religious orders and institutions. The primary academic trends and emphases of the 
institutions were liberal arts and pure sciences leading to professional training, - such as law, 
theology, and religious studies-, with some institutions offering practical training and disciplines 
like medicine, engineering and agriculture (Robin, 1976; Wilson, 1970). Although certain 
changes have been made to systems throughout Canada since the inception of the British North 
America Act, 1867, the most crucial developments of Canadian higher education occurred after 
World War II. The growth in the number of universities and colleges and educational facilities 
and programs has increased exponentially over the last five decades (Robin, 1976). 
Postsecondary education is available in both government-supported and private institutions, 
which offer various degrees, diplomas, certificates, and attestations depending on the nature of 
the institution and the length of the program. Canada has 163 recognized public and private 
universities (including theological schools), and 183 recognized public colleges and institutes, 
including those granting applied and Bachelor's degrees.  In addition to the recognized 
institutions, there are 68 university-level and 51 college-level institutions operating as authorized 
institutions, at which only selected programs are approved under provincially established quality 
assurance programs. Statistics Canada has reported that public expenditure on postsecondary 
education in 2005–06 was $30.6 billion (in 2001 constant dollars). In 2004–05, federal, 
provincial, territorial, and municipal government funding, including funding for research, 
accounted for 54.2% of the revenue, although this ranged from 38.4% in Nova Scotia to 68.1% 
in Quebec. Student fees accounted for over 20% of the total. Donations, nongovernmental grants, 
                                                          
1 Université Laval is the first and oldest higher education institution of Canada –and the 4th oldest in North 
America- established in 1663. 
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sales of products and services, and investments brought in another 25%. In 2005, there were 
806,000 full-time university students (an increase of nearly 150,000 in the previous four years), 
as well as 273,000 part-time students. In 2005, Canadian universities awarded an estimated 
175,700 bachelor's degrees, 33,000 master's degrees, and 4,200 doctoral degrees. Tuition costs at 
universities averaged $4,524 in 2007–08, with international student fees for an undergraduate 
program averaging about $14,000 annually. At colleges (in the nine provinces outside Quebec1), 
the average tuition was about $2,400. Education is also funded through the money that 
government transfers to individual students through loans, grants, and education tax credits 
(CMEC, 2013). 
When it comes to higher education in Canada, Ontario is the flagship province of universities 
and colleges. The province of Ontario has the largest number of higher education institutions and 
students- local and international- as well as most highly ranked universities in international 
comparisons among the Canadian provinces. About 22% of the 96 public universities and 21% 
of the127 colleges in Canada are located in Ontario (AUCC, 2012).   
If one looks back in time, it was a fact that by the 1960s, the main function of higher 
education institutions in Ontario like other provinces and institutions in North America was 
teaching. It was since that decade that the universities’ mission gradually transformed from 
teaching institutions to institutions focusing on teaching/research and then teaching, research and 
service. The increased focus on research arose from government expectations that research will 
be a key driver of the province’s success in a globally competitive, knowledge based economy. 
Despite many changes in higher education sector over the five decades, most Ontario universities 
operate on a bicameral system. This includes a Board of Governors that tends to the 
administrative responsibilities and represents the public interest, and a Senate which is elected 
                                                          
1 Quebec residents pay a very lower tuition rate at Quebec universities and colleges. 
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from within the university community and manages academic policy. Contemporary Ontario 
universities are, however, recognized commonly as self-governing, non-profit corporations 
(Jones, Shanahan & Goyan, 2001; MTCU, 2013; Norrie & Lin, 2009; Rae, 2005). 
As universities in Ontario are given the freedom to create their own missions and functions 
statements, they have the legal freedom to set tuition fees at whatever level they wish and most 
of them raised tuition to the maximum allowable level over the last three decades. According to 
Boggs’ (2009) report, Ontario average tuition fees for full-time undergraduate students have 
predominantly increased over the last two decades; for example it increased from $1,785 in 
1991/1992 to $2,579 in 1995/1996 and $4,492 in 2001/2002, representing an increase of 140% 
over this period. 
Data Sources 
Data collection for this research relies on several primary data sources. The first and main source 
was key-informant individual, one-on-one interviews. Most qualitative research is based on face-
to-face interviews (Perakyla, 2006; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Individual interviews with two 
groups of key-informant participants were employed. The key informant conversations were 
useful in collecting firsthand information and knowledge from a wide range of participants about 
the research problems and questions. The semi-structured interviews were conducted in the 
English language.  
In order to select participants who had sufficient and appropriate knowledge and 
experiences in internationalization policy, I employed ‘purposeful sampling’ (criterion-based 
sampling) to select participants who could provide rich information for the case and settings 
(Patton, 2002). The purposeful selection of participants as the archetypal method (Maxwell, 
2005) is one of the main strategies that many researchers choose for case study research (Patton, 
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2002). Besides ‘purposeful sampling’ and based on my research experience in qualitative 
research, the study also employed ‘snowball sampling’ (Maxwell, 2005) method in order to take 
advantage of any useful suggestions some participants had. I accommodated each sub-site 
context(s) and also interviewee’s situations to start and finish my person-to-person interview. I 
planned on interviewing 22 participants; but the number increased to 27 as the need to collect 
more information and knowledge arose. Depending on the circumstances and interviewees’ 
situation, the length of interviews was flexible. It was between 30 to 60 minutes. In order to 
organize my final interview plans, assess the validity of the research questions, and make the 
interview questions most relevant, 6 pilot interviews similar to target interviews were conducted 
(four with faculty members and two with administrators). The pilot interviews showed that the 
original research questions were largely appropriate, though some minor changes were made 
based on pilot results and analysis.  
 
Figure 4.1. Primary data sources 
Official policy documents were the second source of data in this study. Documents are 
used for in-depth understanding of the research issue (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008) and “to augment 
evidence from other sources” (Yin, 2003, p. 86) to make findings and analysis more convincing 
Individual 
interviews
• Administrators
• Faculty members
Official 
policy 
documents 
• Strategic Plan of Internationalization
• Academic Plans of Faculties
Published 
archival 
materials 
• University newspapers and websites
• Local and national press (ex. The Globe and Mail)
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and persuasive. The policy document(s) in this study specifically refers to a four year strategic 
plan of internationalization (2009-2012) at Public University and each faculty’s existing 
academic plans. The third source for data collection was published archival materials on 
internationalization related to the research site. They included university newspapers, the local 
and national press, and on-line reports which represented the formal administrators’ rhetoric and 
speeches. These materials specifically included two main magazines based in Public University, 
as well as some national press such as the Globe and Mail.  
Demography of Participants 
Participants for this study were chosen among ‘information-rich people’ (Paton, 2002; Yin, 
2006). To be selected to participate in this study, they had to have had wide knowledge and 
experience about internationalization or have been involved university’s internationalization 
programs. The participants were selected from two main groups of (a) administrators including 
senior administrators, high-level policy makers (board of governors and the Senate), department 
chairs, and executive managers engaging in international programs and offices of the site; and 
(b) faculty including faculty members and international researchers who were engaged and 
interested in internationalization from the four faculties. Table 4.1 presents the demography of 
research participants. 
In order to maintain the privacy of the participants and their affiliated department, 
pseudonyms are applied. Of the faculty member participants, there were three females and 
thirteen males. Seven were full professors, eight held positions as associate professors and one 
was assistant professor. Of the administrators, there were six females and five males. Four were 
full professors, three held positions as associate professors and 4 did not hold academic 
positions. 
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Table 4.1 
Demography of Participants 
Faculties  Rank/Position Pseudonym Gender 
Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities 
- Full professor Dr. Tracy - Male 
- Associate professor Dr. Levinson - Male 
- Full professor Dr. Robinson - Male 
- Associate professor - Dr. Hinton - Female  
Faculty of Engineering 
 
 
- Associate Professor  - Dr. Sameti - Male 
- Assistant Professor   - Dr. O’Neill - Male 
- Associate Professor  - Dr. Vig - Male 
- Full Professor Dr. Beardslee - Male 
Faculty of Science Full professor Dr. Boes Male 
Associate professor Dr. Brennon Male 
Associate professor Dr. Blatt Male 
Associate professor Dr. Barr Female 
Faculty of Social Science 
 
- Full professor Dr. Adams - Male 
- Associate professor Dr. Boles - Female 
- Full professor Dr. Pierce - Male 
- Full professor  Dr. Chao - Male 
Administrators    
Senior  Administrators Full professor Dr. Miller Female 
No Rank Dr. Smith Male 
Full professor Dr. Bryon  Female 
Governing Board members No Rank/Senate Dr. Dishke Male 
Full professor/ Board of Governor Dr. Birdwell Female 
Executive managers 
 
No Rank/Manager Mrs. Selman Female 
No Rank/Manager Mrs. Layton Female 
Deans/department chairs Department chair/Associate professor Dr. Tishman Male 
Department chair/ Associate professor Dr. Saeedi Male 
Department chair/ Full professor Dr. Santos Male 
Associate dean/ Associate professor Dr. James Female 
Data Analysis  
Data analysis is the innovative, complex, time and energy-consuming part of a qualitative 
research. I define data analysis as a process of converting raw data into possessed information 
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and finally developing knowledge, insights and reporting. Based on this definition, my data 
analysis occurred concurrently with data collection and the interviews. I agree with experts such 
as Beach et al. (2009), Rizvi & Lingard (2010) and Taylor et al. (1997) that what make policy 
analysis critical are not the methods, tools and technique of analysis, but the framework and 
approach that is used to design and think through and beyond policy research which was 
discussed in the previous chapter.  
Considering my own positionality, the text-contextual analysis that Rivzi and Lingard 
(2010) and Taylor et al.’s (1997) framework describe resonated with me and helped me to 
determine my personal preference with regard to policy analysis. The main analysis technique 
used in this research was, however, systematic/content analysis: transcribing, coding, 
categorizing, identifying major themes, conceptualization, and analysis. The collected data was, 
however, analyzed in two stages and through one specific lens. The first stage of data analysis 
was single case analysis (Yin, 2006; Merriam, 1998). Single case analysis sees each site as an 
exhaustive case of study and analysis. In this study [which reflects the main concerns and 
questions of research]  single case analysis of policy documents and archival materials, the key 
themes and trends regarding notions, definitions, initiatives/activities, rationales, policy forces, 
priorities, voices, policy values, policy trends, and dominant procedures embodied in 
perceptions, attitudes, policy statements of site and the press were uncovered and discussed.  
The supplementary stage of data analysis was cross-case analysis. Cross-case analysis 
applies to the analysis of data from at least two settings (Borman et al., 2006; Yin, 2006). 
Although this research is a single case study research, cross case comparison was made for 
finding out possible convergence and divergence of data and findings from participants. It was 
used to achieve more complete understandings and interpretations of perceptions across the site 
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amongst administrators and faculty. The following techniques were pursued in applying the 
cross-case analysis: a) creating word tables of themes derived from transcriptions collected; b) 
combining the tables of the two groups of participants; c) and summarizing and analyzing the 
data for purpose of uncovering possible similarities and differences.  
By cross analysis I did, however, not endeavor to synthesize and compare the four sub-
settings of analysis (four faculties located in the same site) and individuals in the regular 
meaning of comparison in order to generalize my findings. Rather, understanding the complex 
configuration of meaning, rationales, policy forces, and values within two different sources of 
administrators and faculty perceptions is the main purpose in applying cross case analysis. The 
specific lens of data analysis for the above mentioned stages was critical ‘policy’ analysis. 
Methodological and Voice Triangulations 
Case study gains credibility by thoroughly triangulating the descriptions and interpretation 
(Stake, 2005, p. 443). Good case studies benefit from having multiple sources of evidence. 
Triangulation is used to indicate that more than two methods or techniques are applied in a study 
in order to cross-check the consistency and credibility of data and information derived from 
different sources (Creswell, 1998; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). In collecting case study data, as Yin 
(2006) posits, the main idea is to triangulate or establish converging lines of evidence to make 
the findings as robust as possible (p. 115). 
This study uses two types of triangulation to enhance the credibility and authenticity [and 
validity] of findings in order to produce richer critical analysis. The first is called methodological 
triangulation (Denzin, 2005). Methodological triangulation in this research involves using more 
than two methods and sources of information, such as one-on-one interviews (perception), policy 
document review (documentation), cross [sub-] case study analysis (validation) (Stake; 2006; 
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Denzin, 2006; Creswell, 1998; Yin, 2006). The second type of triangulation could be called voice 
triangulation. It refers to the all perceptions from two main groups of administrators (senior 
administrators, board of governors, senate, academic and executive managers) and faculty 
members.  
Ethical Considerations 
Education, by its very nature, is aimed at the improvement of individual lives, institutions and 
societies. I believe that research in [higher] education primarily and largely involve truth and 
values, on the basis of ‘qualitative’ priorities and ‘moral’ reasoning. Thus, education, in general, 
and higher education, in particular is, essentially, a value, and schooling is, unavoidably, a moral 
enterprise. I absolutely agree with Prunty’s (1985) argument that educational policy analysis, as 
a subcategory of policy analysis itself, “must be conducted from within a moral and ethical 
stance” (p. 135). What this comment points to is that educational policy analysis like education 
should be based on moral and ethical grounds; because research in education deals with 
subject(s) with diverse values which belong to human beings. I basically see schooling as the 
moral enterprise and higher education as a value-laden institution. In a sense, research in higher 
education is ethical because schooling, and teaching and learning processes are moral actions. 
Being concerned with ethical issues (Strike, 2006; Patton, 2002) has been one of the most 
important issues that I have considered in different stages of designing and doing my research, 
particularly in my personal involvement with participants and person-to-person interviewing. 
This study also has received human subject approval by Public University’s Institutional Review 
Board to ensure the protection of the identity of research site and participants. Pseudonyms were, 
therefore, assigned to university and individuals to ensure that no identifying data and 
information will be disclosed.  
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Limitations  
A qualitative case study research has a lot of strengths. For example, conducting face-to-face 
interviews with a wide range of key-informant people, using two stages of data analysis and 
employing two types of triangulation are the strengths of this research for collecting firsthand 
information and in-depth knowledge. Like any other research methodology case study research 
is, however, not free from limitation(s), from both theoretical perspective and practical 
processes. There are a couple of limitations in this case study research. Due to the case study 
nature, the first and the greatest limitation belongs to the generalizability of information and 
findings. The findings, analysis and conclusions would, however, be partly applicable and 
helpful for institutions especially public universities in Ontario and Canada. The second main 
limitation belongs to the lack of sufficient literature, robust knowledge and scholarship on 
internationalization of higher education. There were a few useful journals, databases, and 
resources on this area and even more than half of research and publications are not in English. 
The lack of a persuasive theoretical framework and conceptual perspectives on the area of policy 
studies in the field of higher education is another limitation of the study. The last but not least, 
the limitation belongs to the lack of access to some senior administrators and high-level policy 
makers such as the President of the site and his/her perception and attitude; even though his/her 
written perspective was noticed and used in this study.  
Summary 
This chapter started with an introductory discussion on qualitative and case study research 
methodology. Discussion was continued by focusing on research site of the study, different 
sources of data collection, demography of research participants and data analysis techniques. The 
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chapter ended by focusing on, ethical considerations and research limitations. Next, I turn my 
attention to describing the key findings of the study. 
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS 
Introduction 
In this chapter, I summarize and discuss the findings of the current study. Using a case study 
approach, this study examined and analyzed what values drive internationalization and how they 
influence initiatives and activities. Moreover, the study aimed at developing a better 
understanding of notions and rationales of internationalization of higher education at a public 
university in Ontario in Canada. This chapter is organized into various sections, based on the 
four research questions of the study stated in Chapter I, as follows: “what does 
internationalization mean for the Public University’s administrators and faculty?”; “Why does 
Public University engage in internationalization?”; and “Whose policy (agenda) does 
internationalization of higher education represent?”  
In this chapter, in each section, I first summarize what the official policy says, as it exists 
in policy documents and archival materials which reflect the university administration’s rhetoric. 
I then summarize and discuss the findings from individual interviews and key-informant 
perceptions regarding the topic of each section. Consequently, I provide a conclusion and 
discussion based on different perceptions and reflections of the study participants, namely, 
administrators and faculty members. This process enhances my understanding of the discrepancy 
and inconsistency between official policy and participants’ perceptions in order to generate an 
in-depth discussion and analysis in Chapter VI, which focuses specifically on the issue of values 
in policy discourse.   
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Meaning of Internationalization  
For over the last three decades, as outlined in the literature review chapter above, the definition 
of internationalization has been the subject of much related research, strategic policy texts and 
rhetoric in higher education, and is constantly developing and evolving (Knight, 2008; Powell, 
2004). Although the concept has been frequently defined from different perspectives in academia 
and represented the main topic for various articles and research projects, the term has not reached 
yet its conceptual limits and there is no universally accepted definition of this phenomenon 
(Kehm & Teichler, 2007; Marginson & van der Wende, 2009). In this section, the findings 
regarding the research question “What does internationalization mean for Public University’s 
faculty and administration?” are summarized and discussed. The main intent of this question was 
to understand how participants perceive what they do or how they engage with 
internationalization. The questions that were asked can be found in Appendix A.  
Official Policy 
Internationalization of higher education appears to be a very important policy at Public 
University. Over much of the last decade, the university’s administration promoted 
internationalization as a strategic policy in the form of policy texts and practices. The current 
President who began his term in 2010, has a particular emphasis on internationalization both in 
speech and practice and initiated the development of a Strategic Plan. In addition, the new 
President of the University developed a new top-scale managerial position related to 
internationalization, the vice-provost of internationalization. During this period [2009-2012], the 
institution has expanded different campus-based initiatives and inaugurated several international 
research projects.1 
                                                          
1 Some examples of internationalization initiatives and activities are discussed in the next section.   
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For the university and its administration, internationalization has been “less an option 
than an imperative given the increasing importance of collaborative effort in the research 
process, and given the context of globalized cultures and economic and political structures” 
(Public University, 2009, p. 10). According to the university’s Strategic Plan (2009-2012), 
internationalization of higher education has three main components: 1) research and knowledge 
exchanges; 2) campus-based curriculum programs; and 3) student mobility. Within this Plan, 
internationalization has come to mean “[conducting] research and advanced training in 
collaboration with colleagues and institutions in other countries,” and “teaching in all disciplines, 
[…] in a global context, in an environment welcoming of students, postdoctoral fellows and 
trainees from other countries who enrich the learning experience” (Public University, 2009, p. 1).  
For Dr. Chatman, the President of the University, internationalization means forming 
partnerships and having impact on local, national and international stages. In an interview 
published in the university website, he stated his way of looking at internationalization is 
forming partnerships, and impact in the broadest possible sense. According to him Public 
University start locally and gos to the province and make it national, and then international 
(Chatman, 2009). This definition is a footnote to the university’s past President’s approach to 
internationalization of higher education. Dr. Dawes, the past President, claimed that 
internationalization was about establishing partnerships with outstanding universities in key 
academic and geographic areas (Dawes, 2003). 
International students and their impact on campus culture and the country has, in 
addition, been central to the official policy approach, both in the Strategic Plan and the 
administration’s public rhetoric with regards to internationalization. According to the Strategic 
Plan, “international students at the [Public] university culturally enrich the life of [… the] 
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community, and provide unique opportunities for learning about the world beyond borders” 
(Public University, 2009, p. 8). In an editorial for the Globe and Mail (August 30, 2012), Dr. 
Chatman, the university’s President, emphasized that international students’ contribution is so 
ingrained in the university culture, classrooms and economy. According to him, students’ 
contributions go well beyond their spending power. Because studying and engaging with the best 
young minds from around the world enriches the lives of Canadian students and increases their 
comfort with different cultures, something they will increasingly need if they are to excel in the 
global economy.  
Administration’s Perception 
According to administrators, internationalization of higher education is, as shown in Table 5.1, 
typically about ‘opportunity’ and ‘impact’. Dr. Smith, a senior administrator, for instance 
commented: “to me, internationalization is about connection and impact.” Dr. Saeedi, a 
department chair in the Faculty of Engineering, commented that “internationalization [initiatives] 
provide different opportunities to know about other systems of learning and knowledge 
production and people of the world that have better facilities, better access and better methods 
and techniques of doing research and instruction.” According to Dr. James, an Associate Dean 
from the Faculty of Science, internationalization is a big opportunity and advantage that 
Canadian universities should actively engage in. Dr. Santos, another Department Chair from the 
Faculty of Social Science believed that internationalization provides opportunity for universities, 
faculty members and students to have international communication and collaboration. 
Administrators, particularly senior administrators, typically had a resource-based 
definition instead of reflecting their own first-hand and lived experience perception of  
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Table 5.1 
Meaning of Internationalization: Administrators’ Perceptions 
Position Internationalization in General Internationalization at Public University 
Senior 
Administrators 
Process by which the activities and 
operations of the institutions take into 
account a global and international 
focus. 
Struggling with global issues through 
higher education and research. 
To provide international opportunity 
and extending global impact  
To make Public University globally 
aware and internationally relevant.  
To ensure Public University education 
and research is put into to the context of 
international stage with maximum 
international impact. 
To develop international agreements 
and academic collaboration with 
international institutions. 
Governing 
Board member 
A response to international 
competition and a reduction of 
barriers for cross-cultural 
communication. 
To increase the number of 
international students and recruiting 
the best international students at 
undergraduate and graduate level. 
To expand international partnerships 
with foreign research institutes. 
To provide more opportunities for 
Public University students and getting 
them out into the world in order to get 
international exposure. 
Managers 
 
To look beyond Public University 
local and national borders and a 
process where universities bring in 
more international students. 
To recruit international researchers 
and scholars to share their knowledge 
with faculty, students and staff. 
To provide more opportunities on 
campus and encourage local students 
and faculty to engage globally. 
Process of becoming more prominent in 
global market in order to bring more 
international students to campus. 
Deans/departm
ent chairs  
 
Process of applying and transferring 
academic knowledge and cultural 
experiences. 
Collaboration with other institutions 
around the world; but more cynically 
it means money. 
Collective efforts against global 
challenges and problems. 
Process of learning different cultures, 
different people and different 
languages at home country. 
Process of recruiting international 
students to be trained in the labs and do 
research for departments. 
To recruit talented foreign students and 
bringing top-notch people [faculty and 
post-docs] on campus to work with 
local researchers. 
Process of bringing international 
perspective into Public University. 
To encourage people within Public 
University community to imagine 
themselves what they could do in 
relation to the world and other 
countries. 
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internationalization. Dr. Miller, a VP of the University, for example, stated: “the definition that 
we have been working on is one given by Jane Knight, as the most common definition of 
internationalization. I think, it is the process of integrating an international, intercultural, or 
global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of postsecondary education. This 
definition of internationalization seems to be the postscript of the definition that Knight (1999) 
developed about two decades ago. Even if Knight’s definition is a well-known one among policy 
makers and some scholars, as Dr. Miller mentioned above, there is not, as the findings of this 
study show, much concrete evidence that the university administration has fully been pursuing 
integrating the international dimensions of internationalization into its main purposes, functions, 
and priorities in practice. 
Administrators also saw internationalization as an agenda associated with global citizenship 
education. Dr. Miller, for example, commented that, “the ultimate goal is creating the community 
of scholars at the [Public] university that are globally aware, cross culturally sensitive, and have 
high cross cultural literacy.” Dr. Miller, however, added that “these things have not been focused 
on so far and we will be doing them in our new strategic plan for internationalization.”  
According to a few department chairs, the meaning of internationalization is associated with the 
current global problems that affect all in the world. They thought that international collaboration 
with different universities and researchers from different areas of research and knowledge based 
in different geographical locations is enormously needed. Dr. Saeedi, a Department Chair at the 
Faculty of Engineering, for example, commented: 
So why do we not share our knowledge with each other. Together we can come up with some 
solutions that benefit everybody. If you need to find better solutions for current global 
challenges you should engage with researchers internationally. Collectively we can find better 
solutions for global issues. 
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Compared to the other three groups of administrators, university managers had a slightly 
different opinion and view of internationalization. Selman, for example, believed that 
“internationalization meaning is often used in a much narrower way to justify more recruitment 
of students from other countries. This is the instrumental logic of developing internationalization 
policies.” According to Layton, another executive manager, the existing institutional definition 
and direction of internationalization has to be changed to offer more services to students 
regarding their learning and cultural experiences. For comparison, Table 5.1 provides a summary 
of perceptions of internationalization by the four groups of administrators at Public University. 
Faculty Perceptions 
From the faculty point of view, the story of internationalization differs from what the official 
policy and administrators express. Internationalization from the perspective of some faculty 
members is a movement related to industry and business. Dr. Blatt, an Associate Professor from 
the Faculty of Science, for example, commented: “I can say internationalization is an industry 
today; worldwide everybody’s focus is on it; on increasing partnerships, on increasing 
collaboration. So because of that I am saying it is an industry and a global trend of business.” To 
some other faculty members, internationalization represents neocolonial practices of higher 
education. According to Dr. Levinson, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities, it “is a new colonial practice and embodies a colonial tendency.” She commented:  
If I would think about what the internationalization [strategic plan] would look like, I 
might first ask our partners that visit us rather than our colleagues here. I should ask them 
what do you think of your visit, how do you think your visit is of value to you. Those 
kind of questions I will be taking into account in the internationalization [plan]. … I am 
also concerned about students who come back. There are certain places that students go. 
They say ‘I go to learn’, and other places that they go, they say ‘I want to help.’ I find 
that a little bit troubling, something imperial about that for me. Who do you learn from 
and who do you help.  
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For some faculty members, internationalization of higher education is not a new idea, and has 
nothing to do with some innovative initiatives in practice. Dr. Tracy, a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities, for example, stated: “most departments based in our university 
have been international longer than before the present administration decided to make up a plan 
to describe it.” Dr. Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science stated that 
“in the academic level all the plans miss so much of what we are already teaching our students or 
doing with our foreign colleagues.” Faculty reflections such as these show that in spite of the 
Strategic Plan and the university administration rhetoric and assertion, the idea of 
internationalization is neither new, nor original. Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the Faculty of 
Social Science, for instance, commented: “I have been here for thirty seven years; we have 
always experienced some degree of international dimension in our teaching, [and in] our research 
in this university.”  
In some cases, there was not even a clear understanding of the meaning of 
internationalization amongst them. Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Science, for 
example, commented: “I do not really know what internationalization exactly means in this 
institution. From the administrative perspective, I only guess that internationalization means to 
be more visible and valued in the international educational and research communities.” Most of 
the faculty members supposed that internationalization means nothing more than recruiting more 
foreign students. Dr. Blatt, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science, for instance, 
commented: “for me talking about internationalism is not so much interaction per se; it is more 
like bringing a lot of students outside of Canada to this country.” Dr. Boles, an Associate 
Professor from the Faculty of Social Science stated: “when we talk about internationalization it 
practically means recruiting more international students outside of Canada”. According to Dr. 
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Adams, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, internationalization is “a trendy term 
[…], a means to attract more foreign students, […], and financially a big move for more profit.” 
A point worth noting is that not every faculty member on campus was interested in being 
engaged in the existing university internationalization plans and programs. Dr. Hinton, an 
Associate Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities was interested in 
internationalization initiatives “as long as it does have a role when it is connected to academic 
goals of the university.”  
Critical perceptions on existing internationalization initiatives and programs mainly came 
from the three faculties of Social Science, Arts and Humanities, Science, and also from the 
Managers’ side. Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for example, 
commented: “I have no interest in being involved in this top-down agenda. If I have foreign 
students in my classes, I am happy to teach them, but they get no special breaks so the [Public] 
university can get their money.” For some faculty members there are no tangible influences and 
important impacts of existing internationalization initiatives and programs on their academic 
lives and programs. Dr. Robinson, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, for 
example, commented: “I have no idea if any programs are affecting me or my colleagues’ 
academic life. I have had international students at the graduate level for long time ago; and I do 
not do anything differently.”  
Internationalization even can happen naturally and often unconsciously every day, 
according to a few faculty members. Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Science, for 
instance, commented: “to me it just happens because it happens; so even if there was not any 
initiatives from the President through the writing anything -strategic plan- I would probably still 
be doing same thing in practice.” According to a few participants, internationalization is an 
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important policy and process, but the issue is that Public University does not enjoy all its 
potential benefits and advantages. Both faculty members and directors reflected that the 
university administration would like to promote internationalization, but sometimes they do not 
know what that exactly entails. Dr. Tracy, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and  
Table 5.2 
Meaning of Internationalization: Faculty Perceptions 
 Faculty 
members 
Internationalization in General Internationalization at Public 
University 
Faculty of Arts 
and 
Humanities 
- - Process of creating more international 
and global intellectual climate on 
campus. 
- - Global academic mobility and learning 
from others. 
- - The process of marketization of 
postsecondary education. 
- - Internationalization of campus through 
bringing more foreign students on 
campus. 
- - To recruit students around the world to 
get some reputation outside Canada. 
- - To increase visibility abroad in order 
to attract the best students, the best 
faculty, and the best post-docs and so 
forth to Public University. 
- - More partnered agreement and 
collaboration with other universities. 
- - To sell more certificates to foreign 
students. 
Faculty of 
Engineering 
- - The value of internationalization is 
giving opportunities for students. 
- - To have more students in campus 
coming from other countries. 
- - The recruitment of international 
students, international mobility of post-
docs and faculty. 
- - It is communication; communication for 
learning [through] and 
internationalization of curriculum. 
- - To offer learning opportunities for 
local and foreign students. 
- - To recruit international students, 
mainly at graduate level, for doing 
Public University research projects.  
- - To have more students from outside of 
Canada, specifically in China and other 
East Asian countries. 
- - To do high level research 
collaboration with different parts of the 
world. 
Faculty of 
Science 
- - To open universities to citizens from 
anywhere of the world. 
- - To work either with international 
colleagues on campus or in overseas 
institutions. 
- - Marketing higher education; sort of 
marketing students’ recruitment. 
- - Diversity of thinking and recruitment 
both at the undergrad and graduate levels 
and also faculty level. 
- - To have free flow of ideas as well as 
- - To build international collaboration 
chiefly in research level with other 
institutions outside of Canada. 
- - To recruit and bring the brightest 
minds from abroad into Public 
University. 
- - The process of bringing money to 
campus through recruiting more 
international undergrad students. 
- - Access to talented students who have 
specific interest and knowledge 
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people in both directions. matched with faculty’s interests and 
needs in the departments. 
 
Faculty of 
Social Science 
- - Recruitment of international students, 
injecting more money into university, and 
diversity. 
- - To build relationship with institutions 
from other parts of the world. 
- - Bringing in more tuition dollars from 
foreign students to support local 
programs. 
- - Internationalization of curriculum and 
knowledge exchange. 
- - Competition to bring resources to 
Public University. 
- - A push to make university more of 
commercial and business place than 
strict educational institution. 
- - Being an internationally recognized 
university, in terms of branding through 
business and competition. 
- - Recruitment of top foreign students, 
international mobility of post-docs and 
faculty. 
 
Humanities thought that most of the University administrators did not have a clear perception 
and definition of internationalization. He said “If you ask our [university] administrators what is 
internationalization, it will take so long to get an answer. When it takes too long to get the 
answer, it means that nobody is totally clear what the answer really is.” A few faculty members 
believed that their international work and accomplishments were undervalued. Dr. Brennon, an 
Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science, for example, said: “every time we publish a 
paper in a journal there is a degree of impact internationally somewhere in the globe; but nobody 
rewards this kind of accomplishment at the framework of this [existing] internationalization 
regime.” 
According to some faculty members, the direction and programs of internationalization, 
at its basic level, must be to help people gain more critical perspectives about themselves, their 
educational lives and their real needs and expectations. According to Dr. Chao, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science, because of a lack of critical engagement, the related policy 
plans and activities are losing their capacity to make sense of the real world of students. He 
continued by saying: “the [Public] university policy plans on internationalization are public 
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relations documents that bear little correspondence with reality ‘on the ground’.” A few other 
faculty members informed me that internationalization means all those good things that 
university administrators like to talk about, but the problem is that when it comes to actual 
implementation, often it falls by the wayside. Dr. Hinton, an Associate Professor from the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities, for example, commented: “I have not seen any attempt to 
actually grab the term internationalization. It is already assumed about marketing movement…. I 
see a huge gap in this sense between university strategic plan and what we try to do in terms of 
research and education.” Table 5.2 presents a summary of the perceptions of faculty members 
about the meaning of internationalization at Public University. 
Conclusion 
According to the official policy and participants’ perceptions, internationalization is an 
increasingly significant strategy of Public University. The data collected for this section, 
however, show that internationalization has different meanings that reflect divergent perceptions 
depending on who defines it and in what position it is used. In terms of the perceptions and 
attitudes of participants, internationalization of higher education is perceived in two different 
ways by administrators and faculty members. In terms of the official policy and for senior 
administrators, there is nothing negative about the internationalization policy. The common 
terms used by senior administrators regarding the meaning of internationalization varied from  
‘access’, ‘impact, ‘opportunity’ and ‘connection’ to ‘diversity’, ‘mobility’, ‘international 
awareness’, ‘partnership’, ‘collaboration’, among others. For this group of participants, 
internationalization is, in addition, a policy in progress and they hope to reach a better one in the 
near future.   
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In contrast, the meaning of internationalization for most faculty members is associated 
with a business-driven approach to higher education. This group of participants, especially those 
from the faculties of Social Science, Arts and Humanities, and Science believed that making 
‘profit’, ‘business’, ‘competition’, ‘marketization, ‘branding’, ‘industry’, commercialization’, 
and ‘corporatization’ are the main agenda of internationalization. However, it is necessary to 
point out that not every single faculty member in this study was against the direction and existing 
agenda of Public University’s internationalization. For example, according to Dr. Sameti, an 
Associate Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, internationalization “gives opportunity to 
Canadian students to work with people from other countries; it is enriching! It provides 
knowledge about other cultures; they learn the ways that other people work.” According to Dr. 
Chao, a full professor from the Faculty of Social Science, internationalization could be defined in 
two different ways; objective and subjective. He stated: “From the subjective side it is about 
diversity and from the objective side it means recruitment of international students and injecting 
more money into the system.” 
There are, however, three points that I believe are worth considering regarding the findings in 
this section. First, despite different views and definitions, the majority of people from two groups 
of participants see internationalization as a ‘big deal’, a ‘timely strategy’ and a very significant 
‘policy priority’ for Public University. In this sense, there is no discrepancy and gap between 
what the official policy and administrators say and what faculty members perceive about the 
significance of internationalization. They all agree that internationalization is a significant 
university policy, and should be a policy priority. 
Second, internationalization, as it is shown in Tables 5.1 and 5.2, in its simplest form, and as 
a whole, is seen as the recruitment of foreign students, and not in terms of sending more 
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Canadian students abroad for short or middle-term exchange programs. Under such a situation, 
internationalization of higher education, to some degree, means bringing ‘others’ and ‘outsiders’ 
to Public University but not sending ‘insiders’ [the university faculty and students] abroad.  
Third, because of an over-concentration on the recruitment of international students, faculty 
members perceive that not enough attention is paid to other aspects of internationalization at 
Public University. Particularly, the existing Plan ignores the critical engagement of educational 
and learning components. In other words, particularly from the perspectives of most faculty 
members, the existing connotation of internationalization lacks sufficient attention to some other 
important components such as international collaboration, international partnership, critical 
thinking and learning, staff and curriculum development, student exchanges and faculty mobility. 
This finding and conclusion is consistent with Warwick and Moogan’s (2013) finding indicating 
that most universities have not developed different internationalization activities equally 
compared to international student recruitment. 
Leading Policy Rationales 
Institutions internationalize their policies and processes for different reasons. The official policy 
statements and rhetoric at both national and institutional level are increasingly beginning “to be 
more explicit about why there are efforts to internationalize where before there was more 
emphasis on what needed to be done” (Knight, 2004, p. 19). Policy rationales are motives and 
reasons which rationalize why a certain policy is preferred and chosen over another 
alternative(s). While some rationales of internationalization of higher education are common 
among different universities, each institution may have its own particular rationales (Delgado-
Márquez, 2011; Lipsett, 2009; McGowan & Potter, 2008; Van der Wende, 2007). This section 
focuses on understanding the main rationales for internationalization at Public University. The 
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summarized findings and discussion in this section are associated with the question “Why does 
Public University engage in internationalization?”    
Official Policy 
Enhancing, enriching, and making more comprehensive the university involvement in 
international activities in an increasingly globalized context is one of the main objectives of 
internationalization (Public University, 2009). According to the university’s Strategic Plan of 
internationalization, this objective is achieved “through partnership” and “closer interaction with 
institutions abroad, especially those located beyond the frontiers of North America.” (Public 
University, 2009, p. 1). Enhancing international relations and research collaboration with 
overseas institutions is a significant motive for the university. In other words, developing “strong 
collaborative research initiatives” (Public University, 2009, p.3) in order to benefit the institution 
and the country appears to be another main rationale of internationalization. Based on the report 
cited in the Plan of Engaging the Future (2010), Public University has established an 
International Research Fund for research collaborations with institutions with similar research 
interests and capacity in countries such as France, India, Mexico, China, the Caribbean and 
Africa. 
Developing international teaching and learning experiences and attracting foreign 
students of the highest calibre have been the other central rationale of internationalization. 
According to the Strategic Plan, the university is committed to developing teaching and learning 
experience in both undergraduate and graduate studies (Public University, 2009, p. 1-4). 
Educating global citizens, in particular, appears to be another central rationale of 
internationalization. Through the Plan of Engaging the Future [on internationalization] the 
university is committed to supporting and giving its students “an education that will prepare 
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them to live, work and actively contribute within the global economy and society” (Public 
University, 2009, p. 18). Dr. Millan, a vice-provost, for example, stated that by 
internationalization, the university wants to educate global-ready citizens (Millan, 2012). 
Through the Plan, the university has been committed to offering different educational 
opportunities to local and international students. The university has also been committed to 
preparing students to participate in educational or career opportunities abroad. Through the 
International Curriculum Fund program, for example, the university has committed to develop 
programs with international foci at both the undergraduate and graduate levels.  
Economic motives and incentives have, in addition, been a basic rationale of 
internationalization, based on the administration rhetoric. According to Dr. Chatman, the 
university’s President, internationalization, in all its forms, will create economic prosperity for 
the benefit of Canadians. Furthermore, internationalization will enable institutions to continually 
build on the knowledge and talent Canada needs to succeed on a global scale (Chatman, 2012). 
For the President, focusing only on educational and research aspects of internationalization 
cannot be a proper policy for Public University. According to him, only focusing on education 
(and teaching), conducting research, and doing some community service are not sufficient for a 
modern university (Chatman, 2009). The President supposes that the university can be a positive 
force in ensuring that the economic future of the city in which the university is located within 
can be as good as it can. According to him, if the city [economically] suffers, sooner or later the 
institution will suffer. What is interesting about these quotes is that the economic incentive is not 
for the university, but for the city and for the country in which the university is located. For 
example, Dr. Chatman who is the President of Public University, avoids talking about the 
economic benefits of internationalization for the university itself.  
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Administrators’ perceptions 
From the administrators’ points of view, this study shows that collaboration and partnerships 
with international partners in global research projects is the main [and foremost] rationale of 
internationalization. According to Dr. Birdwell, a Governing Board member, the university 
cannot be competitive at any level “if it does not have meaningful collaboration and engagement 
beyond local and national borders.” Dr. Dishke, a Senate member, supposed that having 
international research collaboration with top tier institutions of the world would provide great 
opportunities for Public University. According to him, “universities that draw only from local 
talent pools may be missing out on opportunities to share knowledge and learn from a broader set 
of life and cultural experiences.” Dr. Smith, another senior administrator, verified Dr. Dishke’s 
perception. He supposed that “the expansion of international partnerships with foreign research 
institutes and hiring senior university officials with a dedicated internationalization mandate” 
makes big opportunities for the community. According to Dr. Miller, another senior 
administrator, Public University needs an international partnership plan that develops more 
collaboration with the overseas partners and enables the university researchers and students to be 
connected with them internationally. According to her, research collaboration is an inevitable 
part of the University’s past, current and future component of internationalization. “It is years 
and maybe decades that this university has been doing international research, and collaborating 
with the people around the globe on matters that have been important”, said Dr. Miller. She 
added that, “We have been translating our research and mobilizing our knowledge, republishing 
in international journals through representing our research in conferences; now we have an 
international technology transfer organization through our world discovery office; so we are 
taking intellectual property and commercializing it in Asia.”  
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In spite of the administration’s rhetoric, especially the President’s perspective mentioned 
above, some administrators supposed that although the higher education market is currently very 
international and Public University cannot ignore that fact, the economic aspect is not the core 
rationale of internationalization. According to Dr. Bryon, a senior administrator, the university is 
not run by international students’ tuitions. By way of illustration, she commented “if you think 
about a big picture it is a seven hundred fifty million dollars a year enterprise, nearly a billion 
dollars a year to run this university; the fees that we get from international students are not going 
to change significantly the financial underpinning of the university.”  
Table 5.3 
Examples of Rationales: Administrators’ Perceptions 
Administrators Example of Rationales 
Senior 
Administrators 
To have an institution globally aware and internationally relevant with cross 
cultural sensitivity and global citizens.    
To provide opportunity for international learning and research, both at home 
and abroad. 
To teach students to be global citizens in the context of multicultural discourse. 
Governing Board 
members 
To extend deep and meaningful research collaboration and engagement beyond 
local and national borders. 
To promote Public University reputation internationally. 
To educate students and make more better citizens for Canada. 
Managers 
 
Visibility of Public University’s name across the world and trying to get more 
attention. 
Providing opportunities for students to engage in global discussions to gain 
intercultural competencies. 
Deans/department 
chairs  
 
To be globally leader in terms of research and innovation. 
Recognition throughout the world; and getting national and international 
reputation. 
To come up with better understanding of current global challenges and 
problems in order to find better solutions. 
To have close communication and research collaboration with universities and 
scholars internationally. 
According to administrators, it is true that international students contribute significantly 
to the Canadian economy, but in most departments such as Engineering and Science all graduate 
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students are funded by their departments. Dr. Saeedi, a Department Chair from the Faculty of 
Engineering thought that making money is not the main motivation for the graduate program. 
According to him, they have to be recruiting talented people to do their work. He commented 
“we want top international students in our labs; because our labs need them.” According to Dr. 
James, an Associate Dean from the Faculty of Science, there is a possibility of the institution 
trying to make money through international students’ tuition, but there is not any pressure by the 
university on departments to take more international students in order to increase the university 
finances. Dr. Santos, a department chair from the Faculty of Social Science observed that: 
“probably we are making some money from the undergraduate side, but, we got only five percent 
of our undergraduate population from overseas.” In contrast to the other department chairs, Dr. 
Tishman, a department chair from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities believed that economic 
incentives are the central part of internationalization rationales. He commented: “The university 
recruits more international students because they bring more money to us.”  Table 5.3 
summarizes the reflections of administrators concerning the rationales of internationalization at 
Public University. 
Faculty Perceptions 
From the faculty’ perspective, the story of internationalization rationales seems much different 
and more complex. Economic and financial incentives appear to be one of, if not the only major 
rationales of internationalization at Public University. According to faculty members, except for 
a few from the Faculty of Engineering, generating revenue is the first and foremost rationale of 
the university adopting internationalization. Faculty supposed that the recruitment of more 
international students, particularly in the undergraduate level, is a basic policy to bring more 
financial resources to the institution. The university tends to think of the classrooms as places 
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that need to be filled with what can be called ‘bums-in-seats’ model. Dr. Adams, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science, for example, stated: “my students are increasingly becoming 
my customers; and that is what business transaction is; the bums in seats; we put as many bums 
in seats as possible. According to Dr. Hilton, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities, “a push to internationalization logic has been linked to broader set of transformation 
and change the institution’s culture and commitment.” She continued that “internationalization 
has been a part of broader agenda to monetizing the university’s research, teaching and 
intellectual assets.”  
Although a few faculty believed that departments do not recruit international students at 
graduate level for financial motivations, at the undergraduate level, the central objective is 
making money. Dr. Brennon, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science, for example, 
commented: “[the] undergraduate program in our department is like an open market and foreign 
students are the actual customers. […] The administration see international students like a rich 
source of consumers.” For most faculty members, it is obvious that the financial factor is the first 
and foremost rationale for internationalization, specifically the recruitment of more international 
undergraduate students. Dr. Blatt, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science also 
commented, “from the business point of view, it is tempting to charge fifteen thousand dollars 
instead of five thousand and get more people who pay the fifteen thousand dollars.” According to 
Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Science, the central rationale of the university in 
recruiting more international students at the undergraduate level is that the administration has to 
find some external resources to inject more money to the system to run the institution. He said: 
The provincial funding for Ontario universities is declining; they have been on a decline 
for 20 years at least. So, in the environment where the provincial share of funding is 
going down and will continue to go down and where there is not a lot of flexibility to 
raise tuition for domestic students- because that ultimately is controlled by the provincial 
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government, and there is a political reason why the administration cannot raise domestic 
tuition-, the [Public] university is seeking more external non-provincial government 
founding; so if you talk to the administration, they hope to have more fund raising; so 
they would be more aggressive for fund raising; and they go after more billionaires and 
name more facilities as far as they can. So the fund raising is big part of it. 
Faculty also believed that building a high profile brand name internationally in order to attract 
the best people is a significant goal for Public University. From the viewpoint of faculty, 
visibility and profile status appear to be another major motivation for internationalization. They 
believed that internationalization provides a rationale for going beyond local vision and regional 
approach of higher education. For this purpose Public University needs a significant population 
of international students, and international researchers and faculty who have an international 
mindset. Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Science, for example, commented: “the 
other side which I think is maybe a little hidden agenda, perhaps, of the President, I am not sure, 
is that we really need to break out of the regional university mindset. And the really big 
successful universities in the world have done this already.” Dr. Chao, a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Social Science commented: “it is important in a sense that the university wants to be 
widely recognized at the global level. I do not think any institution wants to be exclusively a 
provincial or regional sort of institution; we need to have a high profile; insofar as it deserves 
recognition, I like it, internationally.” According to Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty 
of Social Science, rebranding Public University and making its professional image visible 
outside of Canada is central amongst the internationalization rationales. He commented: “the 
[Public] university has rebranded to provide a more consistent and professional image to the 
outside world.”  
The fact, however, is that even though some faculty accepted that Public University has 
to be concerned about its visibility internationally, some of them were, more and less, unhappy 
about that. Dr. Robinson, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, for example, 
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commented: “to the extent that internationalization is being done as a form of brand extension, to 
the extent that it is not being done for scholarly or pedagogical reasons I cannot be part of that.” 
According to Dr. Levinson, an Associate Professor from the same faculty, the current 
imperatives to internationalization at Public University seems to be not necessarily the 
cosmopolitan international nature of scholarship; instead, it is more about attracting more foreign 
students. He continued by saying that “the university administration are having to expand the 
brand internationally to get more international students from Asia and elsewhere.”  
For some faculty, socio-political factors and intentions are another rationale of 
internationalization. Immigration policy and attraction of educated young people is an example 
of this rationale. According to faculty members, the federal government’s changes to 
immigration policy now focus more on highly educated and skilled young immigrants, and 
results in demands for higher specific standards in education. Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from 
the Faculty of Social Science, supposed: although at the undergraduate level the [Public] 
university sees students as a revenue-generating activity, at the graduate level international 
students are a very good source of brain gain to replace increasing level of brain drain of 
Canadian talents to the other western countries, particularly the USA.” Dr. O’Neill, an Assistant 
Professor from the Faculty of Engineering believed that internationalization at the graduate level 
has a different story. According to him, international graduate students have different 
contributions for the Canadian academy and Canadian society. Their main contribution to 
universities is carrying out departments’ research projects. They also meet the Canadian 
immigration needs. According to Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Science, 
internationalization is a way to attract talented people for the future of the country. He said:  
“internationalization for Canada is a political project in order to bring bright people in as 
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potential immigrants and residents”. Dr. Robinson, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities also supposed that internationalization is somehow a political agenda. He 
commented: “my assumption is that both brain drain and brain gain can happen at the same time. 
What I am now thinking about internationalization is that definitely it has a political slant; I think 
from the point of view of Canada it is a good thing.”  According to Dr. Sameti, an Associate 
Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, recruiting and training graduate students and making 
them top engineers for the future of Canada is an important rationale for engineering 
departments. 
Research and academic purposes appear to be another important rationale of 
internationalization at Public University, according to faculty. In the graduate programs, 
particularly in Engineering and Science departments, international students are recruited to assist 
faculty to do their research projects. Dr. Vig, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of 
Engineering, believed that international graduate students do not bring extra money to his 
department but they are a major source of influencing faculty research. He commented “many of 
our research projects and publications would not have happened if my colleagues and I did not 
have graduate students accompanying us in our research projects.” Dr. Beardslee, a Full 
Professor from the same faculty echoed Dr. Vig’s views, by stating that: “International graduate 
students conduct most of the data collection in our research programs. So, any faculty member in 
engineering who is successful, he is successful largely because he has a team of graduate 
students who are working either in his lab or on individual thesis projects that fit in his overall 
research program.” According to Dr. Barr, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science, 
most of his and his colleagues’ publications are co-authored with graduate students and post-
doctoral fellows. He commented “they [international students and fellows] are a goodource of 
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trainees and workers that we can use in our research labs, research groups, and courses.” Dr. 
Sameti, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Engineering believed that his “department 
recruits international students simply because they have strong academic promise and because of 
mutual interests.”  
Table 5.4 
Examples of Rationales: Faculty Perceptions 
 Example of Rationales 
Faculty Members 
Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities 
To expand Public University reputation and brand internationally. 
To increase visibility in order to attract the best people.  
To bring more money to the institution. 
- International collaboration and relations with overseas institutions. 
Faculty of 
Engineering 
To recruit and train graduate students and make them top engineers for the 
future of Canada.  
To do research projects internationally. 
To compete to get the best and most talented students from the world. 
To be more visible and valued in international educational and research 
communities. 
Faculty of Science To collaborate with colleagues elsewhere in the world 
To promote academic quality and diversity on campus and classrooms.  
To get academic prestige internationally and become a top university in 
the global ranking and profile.  
To recruit graduate students to do faculty’s and departments’ projects. 
Faculty of Social Science To recruit more international students in order to bring more money to the 
university. 
To Create profile for the institution through recruitment of international 
students. 
To enrich experience of faculty to think about different ways of doing 
what we do. 
To fulfill some financial and economic objectives.  
 
According to Dr. O’Neill, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, the 
university’s President has made and pushed to increase the international student population on 
campus for research and academic reasons and rationales. He said: “I am sure, and you may be 
aware, that I do not think our President is pushing that [internationalization] from a money 
making point of view. I think the President is pushing that because of the academic values added 
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of having international students here.” At the same time, a few faculty members, however, 
believed that it would partly be a self-concerned mode of internationalization if some 
departments hire international students for doing faculty’s research projects. Dr. Boes, a Full 
Professor from the Faculty of Science summed up this situation by stating that “the selfish mode 
is that if we can recruit top quality research graduate students or fellows then the research 
productivity of department goes on. The “selfish mode” that Dr. Boes refers to implies that the 
university does not accept any responsibility after graduation for international students.” Table 
5.4 represents some key points of responses and reactions by the faculty regarding the rationales 
of internationalization at Public University. 
Conclusion 
The dominant trend and tendency concerning internationalization in higher education institutions 
in the developed world is typically toward economic rationales (de Wit, 2011; Knight, 2008; 
Maringe et al., 2013). The data gathered for this study supports the view that Public University 
has various motives for internationalizing. The four main rationales are summarized in Figure 
5.1, including Economic-financial, Visibility-profile, Socio-political, and Research-academic.  
The second point is that based on faculty members the economic and financial resources 
are the central rationale of internationalization, but although the administrators implicitly accept 
that the existing discourse of internationalization may engage with economic rationales, essential 
academic and scholarly rationales are not fully ignored. In other words, the administrators claim 
that internationalization at Public University is not really about doing business at all. Dr. Miller, 
a VP, for example, stated: “it would be terrible if we look at internationalization as a business.” 
She continued by emphasizing that “we are not going to have any international students in for 
business. That would be terrible thing; that would be biased, prejudiced, and discrimination.”  
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Figure 5.1. Rationales of internationalization at Public University 
The last point is that while most faculty members challenge the commercial and financial 
rationale of internationalization, particularly concerning the recruitment of international students, 
administrators do not accept the criticism. According to administrators “the truth is that it is not 
what it is”, as this quote was brought up by Dr. Smith, a senior administrator. The administrators, 
for instance, justify the fee differential between domestic and international students through three 
points. First, Public University receives government funding and money for domestic students, 
but not for international students. The second reason is that they suppose this situation is not only 
at Public University but in other institutions in Ontario, Canada, and many parts of the world. In 
other words, Public University is not the only institution to pursue a market-based 
internationalization agenda; other universities in and out of Canada have similar motivations. 
The third justification is that at the undergraduate level, relative to other top 10 universities in the 
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country, Public University has a low population of international students and they bring 
insignificant funds to the system. In other words, the economic benefits do not seem considerable 
to the university at the moment due to the relatively low undergraduate international student 
population. Therefore, the administrators claim that having fee differential for international and 
local students was understandable given that it is a common practice everywhere in Canada and 
elsewhere. Dr. Bryon, a senior administrator, for example, stated: “if the cost to international 
students was different only here [Public University], it was not ‘normal practice’ for the 
institution to charge more money for people who are not local; this is in Europe, in United States, 
Canada, and even between states and provinces.”  
Internationalization Initiatives 
In accordance with the official policy, Public University has committed to develop and pursue 
various internationalization activities, as it is shown in Table 5.5. Based on three components of 
the Strategic Plan of internationalization i.e. 1) research and collaboration; 2) teaching and 
learning, and 3) student experience (Public University, 2009, p. 2), the university administration 
has been devoted to the implementation of different international activities. With regards to the 
research and collaboration component, the university has had some international activities and 
collaborations with international partners. Through the plan, the university aimed to develop 
international research collaboration with its partners at the local-regional and international levels. 
With regards to the internationalizing teaching and learning (curriculum), the main objective of 
the administration has been offering more opportunities to students to experience more 
multicultural learning. With regards to internationalizing the student experience, Public 
University has been committed to taking seriously student exchange programs, mainly for local 
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students. Exchange programs allow students “to study full or part time for university credit while 
continuing to pay tuition fees” (Public University, 2009, p. 8).  
Attracting more international students on campus is a key initiative of 
internationalization. According to the official policy, the presence of international students on 
campus not only benefits the university’s faculty, staff, and local students, according to the 
official policy, but also profits the country’s economy. “The presence of international students on 
campus culturally enriches the life of the community, and provides unique opportunities for 
learning about the world beyond university borders” (Public University, 2009, p. 8). The Plan, in 
addition, insists that “the [Public] University must be seen as an academically attractive and 
socially welcoming destination for international students considering study outside their home 
countries” (Public University, 2009, p. 8). According to the individual faculties’ academic plans, 
the faculty have been committed to be a strong proponent of the value of internationalization of 
higher education and international students. The main goal of the Academic Plan in the Faculty 
of Engineering, for example, is to recruit the best students and academics from around the globe 
and promote more faculty visits by prominent international academics and industry leaders. 
According to the Academic Plan of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, recruiting more 
international undergraduate students from different countries is one of two main components of 
internationalization similarly. Increasing the proportion of international undergraduate students 
to over 10% is the main objective of the Faculty of Science’s student recruitment agenda. 
According to administration rhetoric, Public University is a welcome home to 
international students. For President Chatman, international students are an opportunity, not a 
cost (Chatman, 2012). According to him, public is wrong in looking at international students as a 
drain on the system, or as foreigners taking places in universities and colleges that rightfully 
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belong to their sons and daughters (Chatman, 2012). In a report commissioned by the 
government in 2011, titled International Education, a Key Driver of Canada’s Future 
Prosperity, the President of the university stated that attracting the best and brightest 
international students will ensure the world sees Canada as the place to be for top talent, global 
partnerships and business opportunities (Chatman, 2012).  
Table 5.5 
The Components and Main Initiatives of Internationalization: Official Policy 
Components Initiatives (Key Examples) 
Research 
and 
knowledge 
exchanges 
Working with overseas institutions and doing research with international 
partners outside of Public University and the country. 
Conducting national/international projects such as University Heads East 
project, The Wind Engineering, Energy and Environment project, etc. 
Giving more mobility opportunity to the university and international 
researchers. 
Campus-
based 
curriculum 
programs 
Developing joint undergraduate-graduate degree programs with overseas 
institutions. 
International Curriculum Fund. 
Presence of international faculty and postdoctoral fellows in order to enrich the 
campus teaching and learning processes and programs. 
Student 
Experience  
Recruitment of international students on campus. 
Extending traditional exchange opportunity and student mobility outside of the 
North American from 3 months to 2 years.   
Engaging in international exchange programs and hosting international 
graduate students. 
Participation of local students in organized study abroad activities and taking 
courses at overseas institutions. 
Offering Go Global Certificate Program which help students in terms of 
widening their visions of the world.  
Based on the President reflection in an editorial written for the Globe and Mail, the 
Public University administration thinks that international students enrich the learning experience 
for all local and foreign students in campus (Chatman, 2010). According to Dr. Miller, a senior 
administrator, international students and researchers, as the central component of 
internationalization, can bring broader perspectives and visions to the institution. She 
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commented that: “international students’ attitudes and perspectives can challenge the norms that 
[Public] University as a local institution historically used to them.”  
In addition to attracting international students as the first and foremost activity, Public 
University has, as Table 5.5 represents, conducted and experienced different initiatives and 
international activities. Different departments may have, furthermore, had their own initiatives 
and activities. For example, the Department of Civil Engineering has the ‘Civil Engineering with 
International Program’. Students who take this program have the opportunity to go to work on a 
development project three months in Africa between the end of the third year and beginning of 
the fourth year. Another department in the Faculty of Engineering offers global courses and issue 
certificates for undergraduate students. 
Faculty members had, however, rather different perceptions about the policy and 
procedures of international student recruitment. According to them, the recruitment of 
international students is more than a simple component of internationalization. Dr. Boles, an 
Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for example, stated that “bringing 
international students to campus not only is the dominant component but also is the only 
component in some departments.” Some faculty members were not thrilled concerning the over-
recruitment of international students and believed that foreign students are recruited for non-
academic motives. Dr. Barr, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science, for instance, 
commented that the university administration “are not concerned about the top and brilliant 
foreign students across the world; they are interested in their wealthy backgrounds.” Dr. 
Robinson, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities did not feel good teaching 
international students who are on campus only because of their wealthy backgrounds. In other 
words, as a professor he would rather teach students who are qualified based on the merit of their 
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skill and educational qualification, not students who can afford to be at Public University 
because of their well-off backgrounds. By way of illustration, he commented: 
I would like to teach the best students who want to come, not just students who can afford 
to pay tuition fees. Internationalization to the extent that involves bright international 
students I value; but to the extent that it involves only foreign students from wealthy 
families who bring money in, I do not value that agenda; because my intellectual position 
as a professor who must teach is dramatically undermined.  
Faculty maintain that marketing and making more financial resources are the main logic 
behind recruiting more international students. Dr. Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty 
of Social Science, for example, commented: “it is important to the administration to attract more 
foreign students. More foreign students on campus means that the University has more resources 
to generate revenue to achieve its objectives.” Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the same faculty 
had a similar attitude about international students. He warmly welcomes international students as 
long as they are not regarded as mere revenue generation for the government or Public 
University budget. Because he believed that viewing international students as a source of budget 
means transforming postsecondary education into a commodity. He commented: “I welcome 
undergrad students to Canada and to my classes. But if they are here only as a revenue source to 
the [Public] university and Ontario Government, that would be unwelcome to me.” Dr. Brennon, 
an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science supposed that any form of university 
admission that makes it possible for the rich students to come in but not the poor ones is 
regrettable and undesirable. He also commented: “I am not against the university budget benefit; 
and I am strongly with that; but that is not a good funding model to recruit wealthy international 
students. ... I am against the transformation of postsecondary education into business and 
training.”  
The other finding to consider is that although the official policy and administration support 
student exchanges as major component of internationalization, in practice, it is not viewed as 
121 
 
being sufficient or satisfying for the faculty. Despite administration rhetoric, the University is not 
viewed as doing well when it comes to international exchange and mobility programs. According 
to Layton, an executive manager, only a small percent [less than 3%] of domestic students can 
use these programs. Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Science, had the same 
perception and stated: “most of our local students are from Ontario; I think it is important for 
them to have some experiences internationally. But this opportunity is not available for most of 
them right now.” According to Dr. Santos, a department chair from the faculty of Social Science, 
the students’ exchange program is weak at the department because it is quite low in the 
university, and in Canada as a whole.” The important point is that even executive managers were 
not hopeful in providing more opportunity for local students to experience international 
exchange programs due to the existing political-financial climate. Selman, an executive manager, 
for example, said: “I am a little less optimistic that those kinds of goals that were set up by the 
panel will be reached because of financial problems.” According to Layton, another executive 
manager, the major reason for this problem is the lack of sufficient funding and dedicated 
resources for the exchange and mobility programs, and not local student’s choice or desire. By 
way of illustration, she commented:  
I spoke with my colleague at the University of Western Australia in which we are setting up 
an exchange agreement; he told me that every single one of their students that goes abroad 
gets study scholarship of 5 to 6 thousand dollars; every single one; it is like a four million 
dollars cost to that; but our commitment is two hundred thousand dollars to fund to our 
domestic students.   
Conclusion 
I end this section on internationalization initiatives and activities with several points and 
conclusions. According to the data gathered for this study, there are some gaps between what the 
official policy says and what actually happens in the name of internationalization at Public 
University. According to the Strategic and Academic Plans, there have been different initiatives 
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that the university was committed to pursue, but the main focus of the administration has mostly 
been on one component. In other words, while international research collaboration and 
partnership, knowledge exchange, international teaching and learning programs, and extending 
students exchange and experience have been among the major official components of 
internationalization, recruiting more international students has been viewed (by faculty and 
managers) as the first and foremost activity and priority. In place of such a situation, faculty 
members wanted to see internationalization meaning more than merely recruiting students from 
foreign countries.  
The other point is that according to both the official policy and participants’ perceptions, 
international students enrich the community and campus. The issue, nevertheless, is that the 
existing policies and procedures of internationalization typically privilege foreign students from 
wealthy families, according to the faculty. In addition, according to faculty one of the serious 
negative issues that over-recruitment of wealthy international students may cause is the fear 
among residents of Ontario students and parents about their possible displacement by 
international students. This issue was rejected outright by senior administrators. Dr. Bryon, a 
senior administrator, for example, commented “there is not any displacement or replacement of 
our local students by international students; maybe some other kind of government policies can 
displace Canadian citizens and students; like immigrant policies; immigrant people whose 
children potentially may displace Canadian students.”   
 The third point is related to the sense that there is insufficient faculty mobility at Public 
University. In other words, most departments suffer from a lack of enough visiting faculty and 
well-recognized international researchers on campus. Some faculty members were somewhat 
disappointed when they did not see any well-known international faculty in their departments for 
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short or long term periods. Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for 
example, said: “we do not have a large number of outsiders [international faculty] to come in. 
We do not have many distinguished people around the world who are taking their sabbatical in 
our university.” Dr. Beardslee, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, in spite of 
having good facilities, claimed that they do not have any reputable and prominent visiting 
researchers and scholars in their department. He commented: “I would make sure we have 
money and facilities to bring in well-known faculty from international institutions but we do not 
have enough of those people on our campus and in our labs and projects.” In the meantime, even 
though faculty members are well aware of the university plight and difficulties in building and 
maintaining appropriate facilities and securing financial resources to get distinguished 
researchers and faculty on campus, they see it as a necessity. Dr. Blatt, an Associate Professor 
from the Faculty of Science, for example, noted that “bringing visiting and international faculty 
maybe is not the official goal of the [Public] university’s international priority but I hope that 
they have it in their agenda soon.” Consequently, the issue of faculty mobility was not only a 
matter of great importance to all participants, but also should be one of the main goals of the 
faculties’ Academic Plans. According to the different Faculties’ Plans, promoting more faculty 
visits by prominent international academics and industry leaders is a very important objective. 
Therefore, increasing faculty mobility programs, particularly through hiring well-organized 
people from international institutions and people who have international backgrounds is a matter 
of great interest.  
The fourth point is that although a few faculties such as the School of Business have 
already started having overseas branches outside of the campus, specifically in China and India, 
it is neither highly recommended in the Strategic Plan nor mentioned by administration. 
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According to the University’s official reports, Canadian universities’ share of international 
branch campuses is less than 2% (Alphonso, 2012).  The final point is that Public University has 
not been engaged in virtual transnational internationalization, like MOOCs or any other types of 
widespread online cross-border curricular initiatives 
Whose Agenda?   
Universities in Ontario have a unique blend of hierarchical and democratic decision-making 
structures. They are supposed to be run by ‘governing boards’ and ‘academic administrators.’ In 
the absence of reliable and robust critical research and comprehensive national-provincial 
surveys (Jones & Oleksiyenko, 2011), the question of who and what forces are truly the key 
driver(s) of internationalization is still unanswered and remains to be examined critically. In this 
section, I summarize and conceptualize the findings of the study in relation to the third research 
question:. “Whose policy (agenda) does internationalization of higher education represent at 
Public University?” The findings are illuminated through individual interviews, documents and 
materials reviews. The focus is on three key policy forces of internationalization, the most and 
least benefited and privileged groups, and represented and marginalized voices. In this section, I 
discuss the process of policy development of internationalization mainly based on perceptions 
and reflections of faculty and administrators at Public University. The main intent of developing 
this discussion is to understand what forces drive internationalization. It focuses on the critical 
policy question of who leads internationalization, and how and by whom the policies and 
initiatives are created or developed at the University. The discussion concludes by addressing 
how the academic community, as the main implementer and stakeholder, have and have not been 
involved in developing the related plan(s) and program(s).  
Administrators Perceptions 
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According to administrators, industry has a big role in internationalization policies and 
processes. Dr. Smith, a senior administrator, for example, believed that internationalization 
provides a connection between the business sector [especially big companies] and the institution. 
He stated: “the big connection for me is with industry; all industries are now international global 
companies; right, no matter if you are small company here in Ontario or you are a big one like 
General Motors, IBM, they are opportunity for us.” According to Dr. Dishke, a Senate member, 
the international market is forceful and the administration has to listen to what is happening in 
that market. He also added that: “the university is listening and adapting to the realities of the 
international market.” According to Dr. Smith, internationalization might be interpreted as a 
means of connecting the university to the business sector to fulfill different corporate objectives. 
Dr. Smith supposed that a big part of internationalization is about cooperation with industry. By 
way of illustration, he commented: 
Companies act internationally now. So when they come to us and ask us to do industry 
research, whatever, that is a global issue for the companies. So our research on battery 
technology that informs General Motors (GM) has a global international connection, 
whatever; GM makes that decision from a corporation, headquarters based on the US or their 
Chinese branch or whatever, you know, if you do $240 million on the campus with corporate 
powers and industry, that makes sense for everybody involved, right. 
For some administrators, although internationalization is strictly an institutional 
responsibility, provincial and the federal governments have both a visible and invisible hand in 
its agenda. According to Dr. Dishke, a Senate member, a big part of policies regarding 
internationalization, particularly at its middle stage is directly or indirectly the policy of federal 
and provincial governments. He added: “policies like tuition are not totally a decision at the 
institution level. It is the Ontario Government’s decision in terms of their funding of educational 
institutions.” Dr. Dishke’s perspective was echoed by Layton, an executive manager. According 
to her, “internationalization is much more than our President or vice provost’s priority. … It is 
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like our government’s agenda, for sure.” In other words, the driver behind internationalization 
was not the President or even the university, but the provincial and federal governments. For 
some administrators, the whole education system is centrally run and poorly resourced, even if 
higher education institutions are supposedly decentralized and independent in Ontario. Dr. 
Birdwell, a Governing Board member, for instance, said: “when I look at the way Canadian 
higher education is supported by governments, I see the whole education system of this country 
is completely wrongly resourced.”   
According to some administrators, especially department chairs, internationalization is 
also a part of the portfolio of the Dean’s office in each Faculty. Although they believed that 
departments at the University have no substantial power in developing the internationalization 
agenda, in terms of implementation, they are in the front line. Dr. Saeedi, a department chair 
from the Faculty of Engineering, for example, commented: “in our Faculty, internationalization 
is in the portfolio of the Dean’s office. It could be any plans and programs that may be developed 
and implemented to increase international programs.” Dr. James, an Associate Dean from the 
Faculty of Science believed that although internationalization is an administrative priority, and 
specifically the President’s policy, at the lower level, the responsibility is with the Dean’s office 
and the departments. She commented:  
My impression is that internationalization is the priority of the [Public] University and also 
President; but  the Dean’s office and departments are the next level that some decisions and 
relevant programs are made. In my experience, departments are not at the forefront of 
developing or in the position of responding to that kind of policy. 
Faculty Perceptions 
The story from the Faculty’s side differs greatly and most considered corporatization the main 
driver of internationalization at PU. Some faculty supposed that ‘corporatization’ plays a big role 
and impact on internationalization policies and directions and consequently, corporations, benefit 
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the most. Dr. Brennon, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science stated: “you know, 
our university for many reasons is becoming more corporate; and the administration is having to 
sell itself to find source of money and see the institution as a factory to import material of 
students.” Dr. Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, commented: 
“we live in a world where increasingly everything is being made subservient to [the] economy; 
that will always privilege the people who have, as opposed to people who have not; and so I 
think that unfortunately the only one who benefits is the corporation.” According to Dr. Hinton, 
an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, the university is becoming a 
less welcoming place to anybody who does not agree with proficiency, market driven 
productivity procedures, and corporatization of research and thought. She commented: “so, you 
know what happens when you are not part of the corporatization process and efficiency game 
like, for example, the English department, you worry for your long term survival; you do that 
because you have to be part of the regime.” Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the Faculty of 
Social Science criticized the administration because of the corporate entity of the university in 
trying to maximize the returns of investments. He said: “the language of internationalization is 
the economic language, and the language of corporatization; this is the logic of capital; it will go 
where it can get the best returns, and if it is in China, India, let’s do it!”   
Faculty also thought that internationalization is the policy and priority of federal and then 
provincial governments. Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for 
example, commented: “I think the agenda [of internationalization] is about protecting the 
interests of the Canadian government, and Canadian companies on the world stage.” Dr. Tracy, 
an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, believed that: “this institution, 
like others in Canada and the Canadian context, is so dependent upon the government dollars 
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coming in. So I think the key player is government. So to some degree, internationalization is 
performance for government dollars and government money.” According to Blatt, an Associate 
Professor from the Faculty of Science, nobody in the community takes the internationalization 
plans seriously because it is not the University’s plan. He commented: “I do not take the strategic 
plan seriously; because all decisions on that plan depend on the provincial government.”  
At the same time, some faculty considered internationalization to be a top-down agenda 
and specifically to be the university President’s policy. Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Science, for example, commented: “internationalization, my impression of it, is a top-
down policy that is driven by our President’s interests and beliefs that internationalization is the 
benefit to [Public] University, to the community and to everybody on the campus.” According to 
a few faculty members, the existing internationalization policy is non-democratic. An Associate 
Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for example, noted that the internationalization "is 
a non-democratic process and a very interesting paradox; because its policies, its programs are 
made centrally but ultimately they get implemented by individuals who do not feel they belong 
to the priorities; it appears very conflicted to me.”  
Unlike the perceptions of most faculty members, a few, however, believed that the 
university’s President has a leadership role and he could have his own vision of policy and 
priority. Dr. Vig, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, for instance, said: “it 
is his [President] right to prioritize policies. If we want to make this University a globally 
recognized institution, we should follow our internationalization programs. Internationalization 
directions and vision should basically come from [the] leader’s and leadership’s point of view. 
And then it goes to faculties for implementation.” Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of 
Science believed that although internationalization is the policy of the President, they care about 
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it and look at it as the University’s policy and priority as a whole. By the way of illustration, he 
commented:  
I know it is a top-down agenda, but we care about internationalization because we care about 
what we do and if we care about higher education, the quality of education and the values that 
the motto of the university represents and the combination of those values; we care about the 
past, we care about the future; and because we care about ourselves and our intellectual 
identity. 
Conclusion 
The data gathered for this section supports the view that even if internationalization policies and 
initiatives are driven at the institutional level and by the university administration, there are also 
other forces that play a role. The governance of internationalization at Public University is, in 
other words, influenced by different forces. Based on data and the discussion above, three key 
forces appear to influence internationalization policies at three different levels. At the macro 
level (global/international), as it is shown in Figure 5.2, the international regime and corporate 
world play a huge role in Public University’s internationalization agenda. In other words, 
industry, corporate, and international actors with international norms and decision-making 
procedures along with particular business ethics and laws appears to be the first force that is 
driving internationalization. At the meso level (national/provincial), internationalization at Public 
University appears to be driven by various levels of governments. According to some 
participants, internationalization is the policy and priority of federal and then provincial 
governments. At the micro level (institutional/local), internationalization is an administration’s 
agenda, and particularly the President’s priority. None of the participants believed that individual 
faculties, faculty members or students were key drivers in the internationalization policies at the 
university. 
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Figure 5.2. Hierarchy of internationalization drivers 
There is, however, an important point that needs to be clarified. The policy of 
internationalization at Public University, like many other higher education institutions is shaped 
by different local and international forces. They include institutional leaders and policy players, 
local politics, national resources, political culture and governance/public management, and 
corporate and economic globalization. But what is more important is that at the heart of policy 
making and policy processes are all stakeholders' involvement and public engagement (Berliner, 
1990; Howlett & Ramesh, 2003; McLaughlin, 1987; Pal, 2010). As is shown above, Figure 5.2, 
according to the most faculty, the main stakeholders of the university, namely, the community of 
academics and students, have little power in internationalization agenda setting. From the critical 
policy analysis stance, this approach is more compatible with a rationalist approach of policy 
making which lacks equitable distribution of power and knowledge of stakeholders in agenda 
setting and policy making (Prunty, 1985; Evers, 1988; Ball, 1990; Ozga, 2002; Taylor, 1997; 
Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). If so, the key point and question to ask would be how 
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internationalization initiatives can be implemented by people who have no power or say in the 
development of the policy.  
As McLaughlin (1987) argues, it is obvious that policy success falls on the will of the 
people and it relies on how the individuals interpret the policy as well as their values toward the 
end objective(s). From this perspective, a quote by Dr. Boles, an Associate Professor from the 
Faculty of Social Science was illuminating. According to him, “As I am interpreting your 
question in my way, there are so many ways that I could interpret the policy that I have not been 
taken seriously to develop.” The questions of who develops the policy, who interprets it, and 
who implements it are very important questions in terms of agenda setting and policy 
development. It is evident that stakeholders and campus citizens can provide a unique and strong 
vision into the use and the overall effectiveness of the policy through their- first hand 
perspective. The implementation of the internationalization policy, like any other policies at the 
University needs the support of all members of the university and contribution of direct and 
indirect stakeholders. It is no wonder that a large percentage of faculty members and individuals 
do not share fully their ideas and abilities in the implementation of policy initiatives if they think 
that the administration is not going to pay attention to their priorities and interests. If 
internationalization initiatives and international activities of the university are not fully aligned 
with professional and intellectual motivations of faculty members or students’ needs, preferences 
and choices, the official policy would be problematic, and would not be accepted and 
successfully implemented. Whilst studies show that faculty members and instructors have a 
serious role and impact on internationalizing campus, curriculum and classroom (Bond, et al., 
2003). Therefore, if faculty and students and other concerned individuals are going to take an 
important role on implementation of internationalization initiatives and programs, they must be 
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motivated by the administration, and the goals of the policy, and involved in the policy making 
process. 
Whose Voices?  
Critical policy analysis predominantly defines policy as the practice of power. From this point of 
view, policy statements and practices are shaped by relations of power and the ability to change 
others, their behaviors, interests, and voices (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999; Levinson, Sutton, 
& Winstead, 2012; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Fairclough, 2001; Taylor, 2004). On the other hand, 
Easton’s (1953) well-known definition of policy as the authoritative allocation of values 
essentially addresses the issue of the legitimate ability of some to influence others’ values. In this 
sense, who has the power to make decisions and whose voices are heard are important concerns 
in critical policy analysis. This section, therefore, focuses on the subject of who has the power 
for her/his voice to be heard and whose voices are missing in the internationalization policy 
processes and procedures. The findings are summarized and developed primarily based on 
perspectives of faculty and administrators. 
Administrators’ Perceptions 
According to senior administrators, the voices of all groups in the university community are 
heard. Dr. James, an Associate Dean, for example, stated: “I do not see that voices are missing. 
We ask faculty, undergraduate and graduate students to participate in planning. We always have 
graduate students and undergraduate students as representatives.” Participants from the 
administrators’ side believed that faculty members’ voices are actually heard significantly. Dr. 
Birdwell, a Governing Board member, for example, said: “our faculty is quite powerful and their 
priorities are dominant across the institution; so I think their voices are heard.” Dr. Dishke, a 
Senate member, supposed that almost all faculty know that there is a new position of the VP of 
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internationalization who is ready to hear voices of faculty and students. He believed that some 
faculty members choose to be silent rather than to be involved in plans and initiatives. He 
commented: “the voices that are not heard are the voices that are not saying anything anyway. 
But maybe research like your study identifies opportunities that silent individuals have 
overlooked and they will become more involved and the program will move in a direction that 
would reflect their interests more.” Dr. Miller, a senior administrator, for example, commented 
that: “it is a pity if voices of all groups of the community are not heard well. We are here to hear 
all the voices.” 
Some senior administrators and Governing Board members complained about the lack of 
engagement and commitment of faculty to internationalization initiatives. They thought that 
faculty engagement in different university policies and programs of internationalization was not 
satisfactory, and they need to engage more appropriately and effectively. According to Dr. 
Dishke, a Senate member, faculty should identify the most promising avenues for 
internationalization. He believed that “the University policy should complement and facilitate 
this process and its outcomes. Faculty members should continue to have meaningful engagement 
in university governance processes.” Senior administrators believed that if some faculty are not 
heard, it is because they are so selfish, always complain about everything, and view university 
policies in an insular way. By way of illustration, Dr. Smith, a senior administrator, commented:  
I think sometimes professors are not being heard because of their own fault. I think they see 
internationalization just based on their own little world and their friends’ world; right. They 
are not heard because they are very selfish; this is my criticism of them. They look after their 
own little world; sometimes they do not care about the university reputation; a few of them 
care about. A few of them do understand that the increasing university reputation increases 
their reputation; which is more money, better students, and better everything.   
According to the executive managers, the process and method of policy development, 
implementation and information dissemination at Public University need to be changed. They  
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Table 5.6 
Represented and Missing Voices: Administrators’ Perceptions 
Administrators Represented Voices Missing Voices 
Senior 
Administrators 
- My job is to make sure that all voices 
are heard and responded to.  
- Faculty, administration and students. 
- Everybody in the community.  
 
 
- - Maybe sometimes some professors 
are not heard, but we try to ensure that 
everyone are well heard.  
- I do not get a sense that there is a 
group that its voices are not heard. 
- Maybe staff. 
Governing Board 
member 
- - The voices that are heard loudest, I 
think are people [administration] who 
made the decision to do this policy. 
- Faculty’s voices are being heard. 
- - I cannot comment on whose priorities 
are absent. 
- - Honestly I do not know whose voices 
are not heard. 
Managers 
 
- The university President; he certainly 
has an agenda behind that.  
- Certainly it is not mine! More likely it 
is administration priority.    
 
- I am not sure to what extent students 
have been consulted in any of that; my 
guess is probably very little, in terms of 
having their voices heard in initial 
stages. 
- Students. I do not even know 
domestic students necessarily are 
consulted around. 
Deans/department 
chairs  
 
- The President; he has leadership role. 
- - Departments and people who do 
international research get heard I guess. 
- Students’ voices are heard. 
- the administration and our 
international researchers and faculty. 
 
 
- - Some faculty’s voices are heard the 
least. 
- - I would guess 99% of the university 
that is not involved with development 
or providing international programs are 
not heard. 
- - Most faculty and all students are not 
heard. 
- Staff and undergraduate students. 
believed that the internationalization policy was developed without any meaningful input into 
existing policies and programs from stakeholders such as faculty and students. Selman, a 
Manager, for example, said: “I think there was not or a very limited research or survey to 
develop the recent plan of internationalization. They [the administration] need to take us [people 
who directly connected to international students] seriously.” According to Layton, another 
executive manager, the voices of students, domestic and international, are not represented in the 
internationalization policies. She commented: “my sense is that international students’ voices 
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probably are not heard; I think their voices are relatively small.” Here in Table 5.6 are some 
reflections by administrators on represented and marginalized voices concerning the university’s 
internationalization agenda and initiatives. 
Faculty Perceptions 
According to faculty, students are the main group that is not heard properly. Dr. Blatt, an 
Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science supposed that “students are definitely one of the 
groups whose their voices are missing.” According to faculty, not only are students’ voices not 
heard but also faculty members’ voices. Dr. Hinton, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of 
Arts and Humanities reckoned that faculty members are the top forgotten group. She said: “in 
some departments, you barely can find an international student; in some other units, you have 
just international students there; it seems to me faculty are not heard totally. That seems really 
strange to me. And, you know, the problem is that the voices of those who are missing are never 
going to be heard, because they are not there to be heard.” Dr. Levinson, an Associate Professor 
from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, commented: “I think faculty members could influence 
how the policies get developed. I do not know if it was possible to engage faculty in that process; 
I do not know if it came down just to a small group of people saying this is the vision that I have 
for this university and so this is where we need to go.” According to Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science, faculty members are and should be the voice of academy, but 
their voices are missing. He added:  
Table 5.7 
Represented and Missing Voices: Faculty Perceptions 
Faculty 
members 
Represented Voices Missing Voices 
Faculty of Arts - The university administration and - - Definitely international students are 
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and 
Humanities 
Governments. 
- Priorities and voices of the 
university’s President. 
- - Undoubtedly the administration 
priorities. 
- - Canadian companies and priorities of 
governments.  
missing in a very large extent. 
- - International and domestic students both. 
- - Faculty and students both; their voices do 
not get heard. 
- - Canadian undergraduate students are 
missing obviously. 
Faculty of 
Engineering 
- - Certainly the voices of 
administration are heard more than 
anyone else. 
- - Our President’ priorities are heard 
most. 
- - Faculty’s voices are heard. 
- - Everyone (but staff). 
- - Our undergrad and grad students’ voices 
and concerns should be heard more.  
- - The voices of students’ parents are not 
heard. 
- - With regard to faculty, I do not think 
their voices are heard properly and 
enough!   
- - Staff and those faculty who do not care. 
Faculty of 
Science 
- - It is certainly a top-down agenda at 
the moment; it is our President’s 
policy. 
- - I do not think the individual 
researchers or individual faculty 
members priorities are incorporated 
into the vision of internationalization. 
So they are not heard. 
- - The administration and government, 
certainly. 
- - Internationalization is an 
administrative priority. They are heard 
completely.   
- - I do not think students are heard at all.! 
Both, domestic and international! 
- - International students; that is not really 
part of the upper people concern or 
discussion. 
- - The voices of most faculty who do not 
have relationship with the administration. 
- - In general, students, more undergraduate 
students. Secondly staff and contract-
instructors. 
Faculty of 
Social Science 
- In that respect unfortunately the 
answer is clear: corporation and 
administration. 
- - People who make decisions and 
write policies. They reflect their 
interests, priorities and those kinds of 
things. 
- Certainly it is not my or my close 
colleagues’ priority. 
- People in power, provincial and 
federal government priority. 
- Local and international Students and 
faculty. 
- - I do not think international students are 
heard. 
- Undergraduate students, most of the time 
they are not heard. 
- Staff and undergraduate students, both 
Canadian and foreign students. 
 
I would say faculty should be the voice of university; but their voices are not heard 
appropriately. Faculty should be at the center of that; how does one articulate those voices? 
How does one organize those voices? Well, that is a challenge! The administration should ask 
itself; are faculty members being taken into consideration? Have they been invited to 
seriously participate in a bottom-up approach? 
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One of the main issues brought up by faculty during the interviews is that none of them 
was invited by the University authorities to consult in developing internationalization policy and 
its related initiatives. All faculty, except one from the Faculty of Science, believed that they have 
never been directly asked if they have any ideas and opinions about internationalization or 
possible suggestion in terms of recruitment of international students or international projects. Dr. 
Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for instance, said: “I do not 
remember being consulted in developing our academic or strategic plan of internationalization.” 
Because of that, most of them have their own priorities and personal ideas about 
internationalization in carrying out their research or international collaboration. It implies that 
even though each faculty member tends to give priority to internationalization, they have varying 
degrees of [personal] internationalization activities in practice. This was a common comment of 
most faculty members. According to Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social 
Science, every faculty in his department uses his/her own way and policy of collaboration with 
international colleagues. He said “in our department, [the] faculty internationalization profile is 
mostly relying on the activities of individual researchers; my priority is just my priority. And I 
do not think that it is driven by the strategic plan of internationalization or another plan of 
university.” Dr. Barr, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Science, commented: “I do not 
think our professors have internationalization consciously in their works or have some kind of 
objectives or specific goals of it; I do not think that they feel the need to know about 
internationalization plans. In our career, it happens naturally; as far as I have seen so far; 
specially in research areas.” In this way, we can see that although faculty members do not feel 
they have a voice in the agenda setting and official policies of the university, they have carried 
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out their own personal programs and activities in order to engage in internationalization teaching 
and research. 
Conclusion 
The data gathered shows that internationalization initiatives favour some voices and 
disadvantage others. The University administration and government(s) are the two groups of 
stakeholders that have the power to be fully heard. In contrast, students, both local and 
international, are one of the main stakeholders that have practically no significant power and 
voice to be heard properly in Public University’s internationalization policies and practices. They 
are not invited to participate in policy making and agenda setting processes. There may be some 
formal or informal mechanisms of feedback, but seemingly, that feedback is rarely taken into 
consideration in the real world of policy making and implementation.  
Faculty members are the second main stakeholders that have little power to be heard with 
regards to internationalization initiatives and activities. Based on the faculty perceptions, they are 
implementing the policy initiatives, while they do not have power to create them. It is obvious 
that all stakeholders, particularly faculty and students should have more voice and power in 
developing coming internationalization agenda and plans. According to the perceptions of 
administrators, the issue is not merely that students and faculty have no power to be heard 
properly, they do not want to be heard. However, the faculty community perceive that 
internationalization is a scenario that senior administrators and others in power advocate for 
others to follow. Because of this, some participants were really unenthusiastic and somewhat 
pessimist to do anything about it. Dr. Pierce, from the Faculty of Social Science, for instance, 
said: “I have brought an international approach to my classrooms and into every single lecture. 
But I am a little wary on the other side; I do not listen what they [administration] push down; I 
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do not listen what they push down.”  Due to the perception that no one listens to them, and the 
inequitable distribution of power in university settings, each stakeholder feels like his/her own 
separate island of internationalization separate from Public University Strategic Plans. 
Here is a place that Pal’s (2010) question is appropriate to take into consideration: If the 
university’s administration and policy makers have not really “been consulting when making and 
implementing [internationalization] policy, then what have they been doing?” (p. 281). This 
question addresses the influence and notion of power and voices to be heard in agenda setting 
and policy creation. The major gap is that administrators and people in power confidently and 
assertively thought they were optimally representing the voices of at least key stakeholders, 
ideally faculty, students, administration and staff. Moreover, almost all faculty are skeptical 
about their voices being heard. They feel that they do not have any or have very little influence 
on internationalization initiatives and its processes.  
Who Benefits?  
One of the most crucial questions in a democratic policy making environment in higher 
education is how policy makers can create a policy that adequately meets the needs and interests 
of all people on campus and the community involved. This question makes the duty and role of 
postsecondary education policy making not only serious and sensitive, but also moral and 
ethical. From a critical point of view, the key question could not, therefore, be simply what the 
anticipated benefits or possible risks of internationalization might be. Rather, the major critical 
policy question is who benefits the most and who does not. According to the university’s 
Strategic Plan, internationalization must “benefit the institution, the country [Canada] and the 
world in an increasingly competitive funding environment” (Public University, 2009, p.3). In 
addition, internationalization “helps meet the expressed needs of students, faculty and 
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administrators to understand their work within a global context, and helps ensure that teaching, 
learning, research and service are as current as possible, based upon existing realities and 
developments in Canada and well beyond” (Public University, 2009, p.1).  
In this section I summarize the findings and develop a discussion concerning the 
question(s) of who and what group(s) benefit the most and who and what group(s) possibly do 
not benefit from internationalization initiatives and activities. The findings presented here are 
based on questions that I asked the research participants about which group(s) did and did not 
benefit from the internationalization initiatives at Public University. 
Administrators’ Perceptions 
For administrators, students, both local and international, are the first and foremost beneficiaries 
of internationalization at Public University. Dr. Saeedi, a department chair from the Faculty of 
Engineering, for example, stated “international students benefit working in our labs and using the 
facilities; as our Canadian students can benefit by going abroad to use other universities’ 
facilities and environments.” According to Dr. Santos, a department chair from the Faculty of 
Social Science, domestic students benefit because most of the university’s students are from 
Ontario and Southern Ontario and mainly from small towns and the perception is that they have 
never travelled outside of their towns and province. He also added: “I think local students have a 
very limited multicultural perspective; while they do not have international experience or vision 
enough they can learn how to interact with other people outside of Ontario, and Canada borders.” 
According to Layton, an executive manager, domestic students benefit “because international 
and exchange students always have some new things, new knowledge and new cultural 
experience for domestic and other international students as well.” At the same time, this assertion 
is challenged. Dr. Tishman, a department chair from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, 
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commented: “they [administration] frequently say students benefit because there is a whole kind 
of desire to broaden their perspectives and horizon of experiences; really! How did you exactly 
figure out that? How did you examine that?” This reflection seems to be a provocative question 
for designing and conducting a national research/survey regarding internationalization of higher 
education in Canada and Ontario. Although this question has already been addressed in a study 
in terms of the impact of internationalization on students (Beck, 2008; Bond, 2009), there is not 
sufficient evidence in this case in the Canadian context. 
According to a few administrators, however, some groups either benefit very little or do 
not benefit at all. Selman, an executive manager, for example, supposed that international 
students do not benefit from internationalization because the campus is not a very welcoming 
venue for them. She commented: “so there is not a welcoming environment on campus for 
international students. I think most of our international students either do not benefit or benefit 
very little.” Dr. Miller, a senior administrator, was disappointed in this regard. She said: “It is a 
pity if our international students don’t benefit; … it is a pity if domestic students benefit little. 
[…] It is a pity if [local students] prefer to live in their homogenized groups.” According to 
Selman, even local students do not benefit much from internationalization because they are 
concerned about their positions. She said: “they [local students] feel like losing their spots in 
classrooms and university. I can remember, a couple of years ago when I was talking with our 
local students on campus, one of them was pretty angry to see more international students are 
recruited.” Dr. James, an Associate Dean from the Faculty of Science believed that people 
behind the scene like staff do not benefit at all. She commented: “The least beneficial group 
probably would be staff, people that should work behind the scene to help the department run; 
who do not have very much interaction with students.” According to Dr. Miller, a senior 
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administrator, “the groups that interact directly with international students and researchers are 
going to benefit the most.” 
Table 5.8 
Who Benefits? Administrators’ Perceptions 
Administrators Most Advantaged Group(s) Least Advantaged Group(s) 
Senior 
Administrators 
- - Certainly international and 
domestic students and faculty benefit 
the most. 
- - Everyone! Public University 
benefits too, but not commercial 
benefit. 
- - International students and 
international researchers benefit the 
most.  
- - Administration, maybe, I think. No, I do 
not really know. 
- Undergrad community. Probably they 
benefit the least. 
- Most likely most staff does not benefit.  
Senate/Governing 
Board member 
- - I would expect that international 
students and faculty who come here 
benefit the most. 
- - The academies and domestic 
students, but ultimately university 
benefit as a whole. 
- Perhaps the home countries of 
international students who get status here 
in Canada. 
- Staff and administrators.  
Managers 
 
- There is an opportunity for 
everyone to benefit. But our 
university brand benefits the most. 
- Some outgoing students [domestic] 
and some of our incoming students 
[international]. 
- People [stakeholders] who are skeptical 
about it [internationalization] and are not 
interested in that. 
- Most undergraduate students, maybe 
benefit less.  
Deans/department 
chairs  
 
- People who come here to study.   
- - Canadian students, the university, 
and in general Canadian society 
benefit.                      
- - Faculty; because it benefits their 
research program. 
- - Research that we do here, it 
benefits everybody in every society 
in the globe. 
- I cannot see someone in down side of it. 
But I cannot assure you that all benefit 
the same. 
- Maybe some faculty who are not 
interested to engage in international 
academic and research activities.   
- Our staff and maybe some students.       
- Students! And mostly international 
students. 
 
Although there are not any comprehensive assessments of how and to what degree domestic 
and international students benefit from the internationalization, the majority of administrators 
reckoned and hoped that ultimately, it must be everybody in the community who benefits from 
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internationalization activities. Dr. Santos, a department chair from the Faculty of Social Science, 
for instance, commented: “it is not a zero benefit game or something; I am sure that all benefit; 
but they possibly benefit unfairly and in different ways; because the initiatives are distributed 
unequally in different areas.” Dr. Dishke, a Senate member, had the same approach. By way of 
illustration, he commented: 
My sincere hope is that we all benefit to some extent and that university processes continue to 
be meritocratic. I do not see a zero-sum proposition. I know that it will be important to 
continue to build capacity with respect to student services to ensure that international students 
are properly supported when they arrive at the [Public] University. I know that the University 
administration is aware and engaged in this issue.  
Table 5.8 summarizes a summary of various reflections by administrators about the groups 
who benefit the most and least from internationalization initiatives and activities at Public 
University.   
Faculty Perceptions 
According to faculty, the university administration benefits the most from internationalization at 
Public University. Dr. Robinson, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, for 
example, commented: “I think that internationalization is largely beneficial for the [Public] 
university and its administration.” Internationalization could, however, benefit both international 
and domestic students. In other words, some faculty members believed that the 
internationalization policy benefited both domestic and international students as they interacted 
with one another. Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, commented: 
“Canadian students benefit a great deal from having students next to them in class who are not 
Canadian. It broadens their horizon. And by the same token the foreign students next to 
Canadian students benefit also.” According to Dr. Sameti, an Associate Professor from the 
Faculty of Engineering, international students benefit because the education system of the 
university, particularly in the post-graduate level is very strong in Canada. Dr. O’Neill, another 
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Associate Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, supposed that international students greatly 
benefit because the university research profile and activity is very good. 
According to some faculty, everybody benefits from internationalization activities at the 
university, but the staff is the only group that benefits the least or not at all. According to Dr. 
O’Neill, an Assistant Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, for instance, “it is supposed 
everybody benefits from one way to another but I do not think that staff or secretary people do 
benefit.” Dr. Vig, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, noted that” students 
who have not had a chance to be university students” benefitted the least from the policy. Dr. 
Blatt, an Associate Professor and Canadian research chair from the Faculty of Science had the 
same impression. He stated:   
It is hard to identify anyone who does not benefit from internationalization. The only 
people who may be perceived as not to benefit, may be students who are not able to get in 
the [Public] university or students who have lost their places or eligibilities because of the 
presence of more international students on campus. At this point, I do not think that that 
is a problem. I do not think that Canadian students cannot go to the university because 
international students are taking their places. That is not the case; not here, at this time, at 
least.  
Although according to some faculty, both foreign and domestic students can benefit from 
internationalization reciprocally, some of them were not convinced that students benefit much as 
it is claimed by the university administration. Dr. Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty 
of Social Science, for example, said: “I think that often, the benefit stops at the tuition, the 
business that students bring to Public University, not students themselves. And that is really 
unfortunate.” The second approach, which was commonly reflected by most faculty members 
from the Faculties of Social Science, Science and Arts and Humanities, supposed that students,-  
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Table 5.9 
Who Benefits: Faculty Perceptions 
Faculty 
members 
Most Advantaged Group(s) Least Advantaged Group(s) 
Faculty of Arts 
and 
Humanities 
- It is the benefit of the [Public] 
university budget.  
- - Certainly Canadian Government. 
- - The administration of institution 
through making money; and the 
university through international 
profile. 
- - Faculty who do international 
research. 
- - I do not think international students 
benefit largely; because they are not well-
prepared to benefit the most. 
- Students! Whether graduate or 
undergraduate students. 
- - Those who pay money benefit less; 
whether it is individual or institution! 
- I cannot see anybody with having adverse 
effect of it [internationalization]. 
Faculty of 
Engineering 
- - Administration, faculty, and students 
benefit. 
- - International students do, because 
they get a lot of attention. 
- - Domestic students benefit very 
much. 
- I guess all of us do; one way or 
another. 
- - I do not think there are any risks of it for 
anybody. 
- - If someone [international students and 
researchers] comes to Canada and stays, 
then home country loses. 
- People who teach restrictive courses do 
not benefit; like economics, it is local. 
- Staff and other employees do not benefit 
much. 
Faculty of 
Science 
- - Faculty members because we do our 
research mostly through our grad 
students. 
- - Administration benefit from getting 
people’s money. 
- - Students; but domestic students 
benefit more than international 
students. 
- Researchers and their labs benefit 
from the presence of brilliant students 
across the world. 
- - Students benefit the least. 
- - I do not know if there is anyone who 
truly doesn’t benefit within the intellectual 
community. 
- - Maybe people like staff who do not care 
about policies like this 
[internationalization]. 
- - The least beneficial group probably 
would be staff. 
 
Faculty of 
Social Science 
- - It has always been the institution 
administration that benefits the most. 
- - Students benefit but Canadian local 
students benefit more. 
- - The [Public] university benefit 
because there is some funding there. 
- - I really do not know; I am honest, 
but maybe some faculty benefit more 
than others, in the academic level. 
- - The wider society is losing. 
- - Students, both domestic and 
international. 
- Certainly students who do not have 
chance to go abroad and use exchange 
programs. 
- I assume some of our faculty and most 
students. 
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especially at the undergraduate level, do not benefit from internationalization programs so much. 
According to Dr. Tracy, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, nobody 
actually knows if domestic or international students on campus benefit from the present 
internationalization policies and programs. He added: “despite the fact that theory says domestic 
students should benefit from internationalization, maybe they really do not benefit as much as 
the University administration expects.” Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social 
Science, thought that domestic students benefit the least because they do not connect or interact 
with international students very well. He commented:  
Our local students do not benefit because they do not connect with our foreign students; they 
are afraid of them because foreign students are hardworking and get better marks. They do not 
connect with them because after graduation, they leave the campus, the city and maybe the 
country. This is not just about students; if domestic faculty members do not interact with 
colleagues outside of Canada they will lose.  
A couple of faculty members were, however, pessimistic about the benefits of existing 
internationalization activities. According to this group of participants, because 
internationalization ultimately leads to market-oriented advantage, they did not see any benefit 
even for the university administration. Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social 
Science, for example, commented: 
Internationalization for me means pluralization of our voices and our theoretical perspectives 
in our knowledge production, teaching and research. You ask me who benefits from this, I 
really do not know, because I do not see the benefit of this, I see it as huge risk; I see it a 
problem; I see it as a threat; I do not see the benefit; I see it as threat even for administration. 
Table 5.9 provides the summary of reflections by faculty about the groups who benefit the most 
and least from internationalization initiatives and activities at Public University.   
Conclusion 
As it shown in the Figure 5.3, there is a big gap in perceptions between administrators and 
Faculty about which groups benefit and which do not from the internationalization activities at 
147 
 
PU. According to the most faculty members, the university administration benefits the most, 
while the administrators suppose that international students and then faculty benefit the most 
from internationalization programs. According to the administrators and participants from the 
Faculty of Engineering, all students, particularly international students, benefit enormously from 
the current university’s internationalization. Although there are not any comprehensive-  
 
Figure 5.3. Two opposite perceptions about beneficiaries of internationalization 
evaluation or studies in the context of Canada indicating the higher quality of learning and 
educational experience for international students (Jones & Oleksiyenko, 2011; Weber, 2011), it is 
consistent with the idea of students are the main stakeholders who are supposed to benefit from 
internationalization (IAU, 2005, 2010). What is interesting is that amongst the faculty 
participants, some from the Faculty of Engineering had the same perceptions as administrators 
regarding the groups that benefited the most and least. The host province and country of 
international students are other groups that may benefit the most. Even if international students 
Senior 
Administrators:
Students benefit the most
Most Faculty and 
Executive Managers:
The University and 
administration benefits 
the most
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who do not stay and go back home country, they become potential allies with host countries by 
fostering successful commercial and political relations, given their understanding of the host 
countries values, cultures and society. Finally, all participants thought that all groups and 
stakeholders, particularly faculty and students, both domestic and international, must benefit 
from internationalization one way or another. 
Diversity 
Internationalization and diversity have commonly shared aims of enhancing cultural awareness 
and understanding in higher education (Davis, 2013). Some argue that one of the main 
educational undertakings of today’s universities is “to produce graduates who are sensitive to 
social diversity and attuned to the contemporary realities of globalisation” (Donland, 2007, p. 
289). A real diversity makes campus life rich and educational experience richer for students. 
Diversity is presumed to be the major part and component of internationalization in Ontario 
higher education institutions because of intercultural and multicultural environment of the 
province. In other words, diversity is assumed to be a core feature of internationalization 
initiatives at Public University because of multicultural context of the University.  
Based on the official internationalization policy, diversity in all parts of the university 
campus is valued at Public University. According to Dr. Millan, a vice-provost, diversity is one 
reason why Public University has put a priority on internationalization and its different initiatives 
and strategies (Millan, 2009). Based on an official report (Public University, 2007), the policy 
makers asserted that the university is “enriched by the cultural and personal diversity provided 
by an international faculty, student, and staff community.” Diversity, for the university 
administration, seems to be a basic objective for internationalization because it enriches the 
campus. According to the university’s President, Dr. Chatman (2010), diversity and diverse 
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cultural perspectives enrich the educational experience for all students in the classroom. 
Diversity is respected in the university because it brings to the university a rich variety of 
heritages, traditions, cultures, knowledges and perspectives, according to the official policy.  
Administrators’ Perceptions 
For the university administrators, diversity appears to be a very important component of 
internationalization. For most of them, however, diversity means the presence of more 
international students on campus with diverse cultures and backgrounds. According to Dr. 
Bryon, a senior administrator, the university recruits more international students because they 
can help to enhance the diversity of campus cultures and the quality of academic programs. She 
commented: “we spend money to get international people [students and faculty] in because we 
value diversity. … If departments mix people together, then [they] can get much more interesting 
result than if they only work with local people with narrow education and experiences, and with 
no different vision.” Accordingly, admitting international students is not only due to financial 
incentives; the diversity, as we saw in the discussion above, seems another rationale of why the 
University recruits international students.  
Some of the administrators had critical thoughts on the current policy and form of diversity. 
Dr. Tishman, a Department Chair from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, for example, 
challenged the university administration for imbalanced attention and the admission of foreign 
students from particular nations. He commented: “What the administration has trying to do with 
diversity is to find those students mostly in Asia but not exclusively to be willing to come our 
university… And the Asian students and families are going to give us money to things that they 
want to do.” It was inspiring to me to hear that Dr. Miller, a senior administrator at the age of 55-
60 has started to learn Chinese. She said “I want to learn to speak Mandarin. There are people in 
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China who want to have our experience and our knowledge. … That makes our world a better 
place to study and live with others. So I am positive about these things; I am optimistic on these 
things.” Dr Miller’s assertions seem to be contradicted. On the one hand she is learning Chinese 
– and yet on the other she has almost neocolonial views about Canadian importance to the 
Chinese. Dr. Miller also believed that if the university’s administration wants to attract Chinese 
students “[they] need some sort of collaboration with Chinese government, Chinese families and 
Chinese society.” As a matter of fact, they criticize the fact that the international students who 
are recruited are from a very narrow set of countries and privileged backgrounds. So what 
participants are criticizing is that there is not enough diversity or ‘real diversity’ as one of the 
faculty participants noted above. 
Faculty Perceptions 
Diversity according to faculty members is also a key component of education, and the 
internationalization policy. Dr. Beardslee, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Engineering, for 
example, noted that the “university is a place where diversity and acceptance of diversity has a 
chance to flourish. [And] internationalization is a great way to foster and increase the diversity 
on campus and the institution.” According to Dr. Pierce, another Full Professor from the Faculty 
of Social Science, the value of diversity is significant in internationalization policies. He 
continued by saying that: “diversity is the most important objective of this policy … If by 
internationalization, you mean the promotion of cultural, ethnic, racial and national diversity in 
our faculty, I will be much in favour of that. But that is not what I have seen happening at this 
institution.” 
While most faculty members had a respectful vision for diversity as a genuine and inseparable 
component of internationalization, they, at the same time, challenged the current discourse of 
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inclusiveness associated with internationalization at Public University. According to Dr. Adams, 
a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, there are plenty of international students on 
the campus, but they are all nearly from the same social class background. He commented: “this 
internationalization does not strengthen the university diversity in terms of ‘social classes’ on 
campus and classrooms in its academic terms.” According to him, what is really missing is real 
diversity, and real differences on campus and the community. Dr. Robinson, another full 
professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities commented: “I think it would be important to 
me to get as diverse voices of possible. But when I say diverse, I do not mean ethnically or 
religiously diverse; I mean the great of diversity in social class, and in their backgrounds.”  
The main issue is that the university’s current policy and procedures of internationalization 
have little to do with heterogenized diversity and inclusiveness. Dr. Boles, an Associate 
Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for example, believed that the institution lacks a 
truly open and useful policy of internationalization in terms of diversity and inclusion. She said: 
“when you want to have different people from different walks of life in the same place you have 
to be an open minded one; so I always go on the side of heterogeneity over homogeneity; but we 
are not sure our university vision is open enough on the heterogeneity side of this policy.”  
Recruitment of students from one or two specific Asian countries is an example of what I call 
homogenized diversity of internationalization. This homogenized diversity may exclude talented 
people from other parts of the world to get to good universities in North America. Dr. Chao, a 
Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for example, commented: “so what ends up 
happening is paying attention to those students and families in Asian countries that can pay big 
bucks to come here. And so what happens is that really good students from other parts of the 
world get shunted out.” Dr. Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, in 
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addition, commented: The [Public] university wants everyone to be same. Where it counts? 
People can have differences but those should be differences that do not really affect the bottom-
line.  Regarding the homogenized diversity of campus internationalization, some faculty 
members were rather sensitive about dominant Asian students’ sub-culture on campus and its 
effect on their learning and education achievements. By way of illustration, a Dr. Pierce, a Full 
Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, commented:  
My fear is that some students, especially students coming from countries with very different 
cultures and languages, […] for example, form a sort of sub-culture when they are here. And 
most of them do not really try to learn the language and some of the experiences that we have 
in this country. So they wind up with a sort of superficial education. I do not say they are 
deceiving but they are drawn in by the status of North America and I am not sure if they 
actually get a better education.  
For some faculty, the issue is not merely the homogenized culture of international students in 
campus and classes; rather, it is also the dominant logic of homogenized discourse in off-campus 
internationalization activities. For example, according to Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Social Science, the internationally famous business school of the University has only 
one off-shore campus in China because of its students’ market. He added: “having a branch in 
[…] was not by accident; [the university administration] does not have a campus in Trinidad or 
somewhere in Africa; just because they are probably not wealthy as [….].” Dr. Boles, an 
Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science commented: “we just know China is the 
second largest economy in the world; that is a big opportunity to the administration to 
acknowledge and collaborate in that big economy.” Some faculty members were not pleased and 
excited to see the administration only concentrate on one specific place to develop collaboration. 
As stated earlier, they thought a higher education institution should not function like a business 
corporation. Dr. Tishman, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, for 
example, stated:  
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You know! Our President is rarely on campus; he is always in China; that is where he lives, 
primarily. I am giving you a cynical picture of this; but it is true! It is simple fact of our 
corporate university right for now. There is not enough money from traditional sources. So we 
have to go where the money is, right now in Asia, in China, India. 
The issue here is the concern that the university like other top-tier institutions in Ontario has 
been recruiting students predominantly from privileged backgrounds and most of them tend to 
come from a few particular countries. The notion of homogenized diversity may, in addition, 
challenge the real diversity of the academy. By way of illustration, Dr. Adams, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science, stated:  
 If I bring the children of ambassadors or students from the wealthy and upper class families 
to this institution, that is not a real internationalization, to me. We do need and we want 
diversity; diversity in social class; the way we chose is not a good one. You get people who 
look and smell differently, but they are all from the same class with the same philosophical 
understanding of the world and the same aspiration. You go to our business school, you see 
what I mean. White, and blue and pink, green and gray are different, but the mentality of all 
are the same. And that is what I am talking about.  
Conclusion 
Even though a variety of initiatives and activities can be seen with regards to internationalization 
at Public University, in terms of diversity the existing policies and procedures, from recruiting 
international students to exchange programs and partnership is more aligned with 
homogenization rather heterogeneity. According to the Strategic Plan of internationalization, 
Public University is committed to “selectively target undergraduate and graduate students from 
particular areas of strategic importance to the [Public] University and develop partnership 
agreements with both universities and selected high schools of high academic quality in such 
areas to facilitate attraction and entry of these students” (Public University, 2009, p. 10). The 
term ‘selectively’ implies admission of international students from selective economic-booming 
countries and selective wealthy families. This is problematic in so many ways. The selective 
commitment of the internationalization plan may lead to a homogenized culture and discourse of 
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diversity and inclusiveness on campus. Selective commitment to diversity cannot properly 
support excellence, equal opportunity, and quality in community and campus. The selective 
student recruitment practices do not support real diversity. In other words, this trend of selective 
admissions policies may lead internationalization initiatives to privilege certain groups of 
students over others.  
The other effect of this selective strategy of internationalization is that post-secondary 
education in some parts of the world has been glorified the expense of other parts. Those 
privileged areas either could be sellers [predominantly developed and industrialized countries] or 
buyers [predominantly developing but rich countries places commonly in East Asia]. This trend 
has mostly privileged citizens of one or two specific countries. The recently emerged market of 
higher education in a few countries in East Asia, and high flow of East Asian students has led to 
a homogenized diversity on campus, departments, and classes. Accordingly, a kind of diversity 
that directs a department at Public University to recruit 60% of its international students from the 
same country and culture is not realistic, and cannot simply be convincing for most of the 
faculty.  
The issue is not just focusing on a few specific nations to recruit more foreign students, but 
that student exchange programs are only limited to some developed and privileged countries. 
Among the two hundred and twenty North-South countries, the university student exchange 
program is limited to about 20 developed and privileged countries (e.g. USA, Australia, New 
Zealand, Japan, England, etc.) (Public University, 2011). Beside these fortunate countries, the 
institution also needs to target students and faculty exchange program to institutions in 
developing and less developed countries. This implies that the University’s exchange program 
needs to reflect more heterogenized form of diversity. 
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Another example of the homogenized discourse of diversity is that Public University, like 
almost every institution in Canada, has many collaborations and associations with institutions in 
a handful of countries that are doing very well economically. As Dr. Dishke, a Senate member 
stated, “the university is engaged in dialogue with peers at institutions with a particular focus on 
an Asian country.” 
Perhaps the market logic and financial pressure drive the university’s administration to bring 
students in from one specific place or some particular parts of the world, but the argument is that 
it may prevent many qualified local and international students from middle and low income 
families from attending the university. The issue is not, therefore, the presence of many students 
from a certain part of the world on campus or their dominant sub-cultures in students’ 
communities; the criticism is about the economic-political tendency of existing 
internationalization to homogenize the university.  
In brief, the findings suggest that the University has to be more open to inclusion and 
diversity through its different initiatives of internationalization, particularly recruiting 
international students and faculty. It is expected that internationalization, as an element of global 
public good, should reflect and support the diversity of greater society on campus and 
community. An actual academic internationalization plan may provide all groups, particularly 
faculty and students, an atmosphere conducive to a rich international learning experience.  
Summary 
In this chapter, I summarized and discussed the key findings of the study. In each of the seven 
sections, first the data gathered from the official policy documents and administration rhetoric 
was summarized. Findings from individual interviews were then summarized and discussed. 
Finally, each section ended with some discussion and conclusions. Participants’ perceptions and 
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experiences with the internationalization policy spanned a broad spectrum.  From the viewpoints 
of faculty members, the central agenda of internationalization is toward the commercialization of 
higher education. From the perspectives of administrators internationalization initiatives and 
activities are not essentially about doing business with postsecondary education. There is, in 
addition, a disconnect between what the community of faculty members wants the University 
administrators to do and what the administration actually do about internationalization in a real 
world. In the next chapter, the major findings, with a focus on the notion of values, will be 
discussed within a critical policy lens. 
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CHAPTER VI: DISCUSSION- FOCUS ON VALUES 
The central question of the current study was what values drive internationalization of higher 
education and how they influence policies and initiatives at a public university in Ontario? The 
study was, in addition, guided by three other research questions: “What does internationalization 
mean for the university’s administrators and faculty?”, “Why does a public university engage in 
internationalization?”, and “Whose policy does internationalization of higher education 
represent at a public university?” In this chapter, first I discuss the findings associated with the 
three research questions, and then critically analyze and conceptualize the findings regarding 
embedded values influencing and driving internationalization policies and initiatives. Based on 
the findings discussed in Chapter V, the main focus of the discussion and analysis is based on 
possible divergence/convergence between perceptions and the official policy documents and the 
administration rhetoric and discrepancy between what is and what internationalization of higher 
education should be at a public university in Ontario. The chapter ends with a brief discussion of 
the major cross case analysis findings. 
What Is Internationalization?  
In this study, a number of different visions and perspectives informed the concept and meaning 
of internationalization by different participants. Based on the findings outlined in Chapter V, I 
present and develop two different definitions for internationalization of higher education at 
Public University. The perspectives summarized in Chapter V could be classified into two 
approaches of definition; internationalization in theory and internationalization in practice.  
In terms of theory, internationalization of higher education is the process of integrating 
international aspects and initiatives into postsecondary education in order to educate critical, 
responsible and engaged students and global citizens. This definition is a formal-administrative 
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approach to internationalization and is linked to Knight’s definition of “a sustainable process of 
integrating an international and intercultural dimension into the teaching, research and service 
functions of the institution” (Knight; 1997, p. 7). This definition is similar to “the prevalent 
understanding of internationalization, widely used by Canadian universities and colleges; that is; 
it is a process integrating an intercultural and international dimension into all areas of the 
university (Knight, 2003). As is shown in Figure 6.1, and based on different perceptions and 
discussions in Chapter V, the five main components of this approach are: diversity in the culture 
of campus and quality of teaching/learning; students and faculty mobility and knowledge 
exchange; research collaboration and academic partnership; global awareness and international 
impact; and equal opportunity and access.
 
Figure 6.1. Components of internationalization in theory 
In terms of practice, the story of internationalization in the real world of higher education 
institutions differs. Based on the findings of this study, internationalization of higher education 
in practice could be defined as the process of commercializing research and postsecondary 
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education, and international competition for the recruitment of foreign students from wealthy 
and privileged countries in order to generate revenue, secure national profile, and build 
international reputation. This definition is a counter approach of the theoretical/ideal-form 
definition of internationalization presented above. This approach of internationalization reflects 
the realities of today (Knight, 2004, p. 10), and implies that internationalization in the real world 
is remarkably different from what it supposed to be in theory, based on policy statements, and 
administrations’ rhetoric. This approach is consistent with Knight’s (2007) argument that 
internationalization of higher education may seen as a profit- making enterprise for institutions.  
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Figure 6-2. The components of internationalization in practice 
According to this approach, especially from the viewpoints of faculty members, the hidden 
agenda of the university administration is toward the commercialization of postsecondary 
education. Based on this approach, the other four major components of internationalization, as 
shown in Figure 6-2, are: recruiting privileged international students; marketization, competition 
and human capital flight; business and corporatization; and branding and profile building. 
From the definition of internationalization in theory, educating critical and engaged students 
and citizens is at the centre of internationalization goals and missions. This is an ideal notion of 
internationalization and is consistent with an approach that most university policy makers 
speaking about the ‘educating global citizens’ as the main academic advantages of 
internationalization of higher education (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). However, as De Wit (2011) 
observed, the reality and current trends of internationalization of higher education are less 
promising than its conceptual definitions. While many universities cite producing global citizens 
as a goal, according to Green (2013) few have a clear set of learning outcomes associated with 
this label, a map of the learning experiences that will produce this learning, or an assessment 
plan in place to determine what students are actually learning and what that means for curricular 
improvement. Accordingly, although this is an idealized approach to the internationalization 
definition, it is, at the same time part of the problem (Beck, 2012; Brandenburg & de Wit, 2011). 
It is, in fact, a contemporary organizational and administrative approach to internationalization 
(Sanderson, 2008), and from a critical point of view, it rarely takes place in the real world of 
present-day postsecondary education, particularly in the Anglo-American context of higher 
education (de Wit, 2011, Knight, 2007; Maringe et al., 2013; Warwick & Moogan, 2013).  
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The argument however, is that there is a large gap and difference between the notion and 
meaning of internationalization in theory (rhetorically) and its perception in practice (literally). 
From a critical point of view, what is rhetorically (in theory) acknowledged as 
internationalization are ideological slogans and ideal components; slogans such as diversity of 
campus, quality of learning processes, improving campus life, students and faculty mobility and 
knowledge exchange opportunities for everyone inside and outside of campus, educational and 
intellectual values, enhancing academic values, global awareness and international impact, 
among others. This finding supports Stier’s (2002) argument about policy makers’ general 
tendency to focus on ideological aims and goals. According to Stier’s observation, university 
administrators are concerned with formalities and practical issues of international co-operation.  
What is literally (in practice) recognized as internationalization is some pragmatic 
components with different realistic objectives; such as recruiting international students from 
privileged families and countries; securing national profile and building international branding 
and reputation, selling the university credentials, competition, corporatization, among others. 
The big disconnect is, accordingly, between what internationalization theoretically means and 
what is practically required. This is consistent with the related literature signifying that there is a 
significant disconnect between what is rhetorically said and what is literally meant or done about 
internationalization in most institutions, particularly in Anglophone universities (Bennett & 
Kane, 2011; de, Wit, 2011; Maringe et al., 2013; Warwick & Moogan, 2013).  
The crux of the matter, in addition, is that the official version and approach of 
internationalization seems like an excellent policy, but in practice the story differs. As was 
discussed in Chapter II, the existing literature regarding the definition of internationalization 
commonly lacks a critical approach and orientation (Brandenburg & de Wit, 2011; Sanderson, 
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2008). Because of emerging different critical perspectives and remarkable changes in values, 
goals, strategies and initiatives in the area of higher education (Brandenburg & de Wit, 2011; 
Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), re-definition of internationalization is needed and necessary. 
Internationalization of higher education, accordingly, needs to be critically defined based on 
what/how it is perceived in practice. Therefore, as the findings suggest that internationalization 
of higher education in practice has a differing and opposing meaning, it is time to critically 
reflect on the contemporary concept of internationalization in a different way. 
Why Is the University Internationalizing? 
Internationalization of higher education is regarded as an effective strategy motivating most 
university administrators and policy players in different countries and regions today. Almost all 
university administrators refer to their international missions and dimensions in policy 
statements and rhetoric (de Wit, 2011; Knight, 2008; Kehm & Teichler (2007). Based on 
different contexts and missions, institutions have different motives to internationalize their 
policies, processes and programs. As the motives of internationalization are multiple, there are 
different rationales for institutions acknowledging it as a policy priority. Some institutions 
typically internationalize in order to attract talent and qualified foreign students. Attracting and 
hiring top-quality faculty and professional researchers and research staff are at the top of 
rationales for some other institutions. As the literature supports (de Wit, 2011; Knight, 2008; 
Kehm & Teichler, 2007), there, however, appear to exist different rationales for 
internationalization ranging from academic and educational rationales such as educating global 
citizens, building capacity for research, partnership, among others, to economic and 
administrative rationales, and the quest to enhance institutional prestige and reputation.  
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Although rhetorically, internationalization is associated with academic rationales and 
activities such as international research, partnership and collaboration, recruitment of top 
talented students, mobility programs, and educational quality and excellence (de Wit, 2011; 
Knight, 2008; Maringe et al., 2013), the dominant tendency at Public University is mostly toward 
visibility and profile developing, and related economic rationales such as recruiting 
undergraduate international students. This finding is not in agreement with the AUCC’s (2007, 
2009) surveys in 2006 and 2009 indicating that educating internationally knowledgeable 
graduates and providing local and international students with international and intercultural 
knowledge and skills is the core rationales of internationalization at Canadian institutions. As 
was summarized in Chapter V, there is a common sense understanding about the importance of 
the visibility-profile rationale of internationalization amongst the official policy and participants. 
In its update on the Strategic Plan – September 2010-, Future Engaging recommends that Public 
University must raise its international profile and visibility. It is important that the university 
work “to promote its international profile at home and abroad, […] to ensure that 
internationalization maintains a high level of visibility within the institution”. (Public University, 
2009, p. 9). The University administration has attempted to achieve this goal by different 
appropriate commitments like increasing the number of international undergraduate students, 
strengthening intellectual intensity at the institution and selectively expanding the number of 
active partnerships with preeminent international research and teaching institutions (e.g., joint 
degrees, dual degrees).  
Furthermore, the findings support that there may be different motives behind a specific 
initiative of internationalization. For example, there is not only one simple-single rationale for 
keeping recruiting international students. While there is, as it was discussed in Chapter V, 
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material rationale and revenue generation behind the recruitment of international ‘undergraduate’ 
students, the best international ‘graduate’ and postdoctoral students, in particular in the fields of 
engineering and science, are recruited for scholarly and research reasons and partly for socio-
political rationales like immigration policy. According to faculty members, socio-political 
rationales like immigration policy are not the University administration’s agenda; this is the 
federal government’s changes to immigration policy focusing on highly skilled young 
immigrants. This finding and discussion is consistent with the IAU’s (2012) finding showing that 
internationalization may foster the process of immigration, brain drain and even accelerate it 
globally.  
In this study, while most participants challenged the economic and financial rationale of 
internationalization, particularly concerning the recruitment of international students, 
administrators did not accept the criticism. For example, from the perspective of administrators 
the fee differential between domestic and international students is justifiable given that Public 
University, like other institutions in Ontario, receives government funding and money for 
domestic students but not for international students. Based on the existing literature  (Jones, 
Shanahan & Goyan, 2001; MTCU, 2013; Norrie & Lin, 2009; Rae, 2005), although the Ontario 
higher education system seems both open and accessible, the centralization of financing has 
allowed the government to make significant cuts in university budgets (Lessard & Brassard, 
2007). Due to the recent declining level of public funding, Ontario universities, therefore, 
currently face significant financial shortages and dilemmas. According to reports (e.g., Boggs, 
2009), while 90% of university costs were covered by federal and provincial governments 
through cost-sharing in 1970s, the cuts in government grants fell to 45% of total higher education 
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revenue in 2011. Therefore, universities have been forced to find alternative funding sources and 
new revenue streams. 
The decision to acknowledge internationalization as a priority at Public University is, 
nevertheless, based on different policy rationales. As it was shown and discussed in Chapter V, 
this finding supports that policy rationales for internationalization range from commercial-
economic-political to academic-educational-cultural, among others (IAU, 2003, 2005, 2010; 
Knight, 2004; Maringe et al., 2013).The argument is that based on the official policy and 
administrators’ perceptions, internationalization initiatives rhetorically are about academic and 
educational rationales. In contrast, faculty members believe that the visibility-profile motive and 
financial resources are the first and foremost key rationale of internationalization for the 
university administration in practice. Nevertheless, although the existing discourse of 
internationalization may engage with economic rationales, essential academic and scholarly 
rationales are not fully ignored at Public University.  In other words, internationalization is not 
only about doing business with postsecondary education at Public University.  
Whose Agenda Is It?  
Public University internationalization policies and plans received serious criticism and resistance 
from the most faculty participants. Faculty, as summarized in Chapter V, think that the existing 
internationalization of the University is a top-down agenda and the President’s own policy and 
the University priority. This finding is consistent with Dewey’s and Duff’s (2009) observations 
indicating that internationalization is articulated as an institutional priority area.This situation has 
made the faculty tremendously cynical about most of the University’s internationalization 
initiatives and activities. Such skepticism is clear in the reflection of Dr. Adams, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science. He stated: “I am very skeptical about internationalization. I 
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am cynical about the creation of this plan [internationalization], because they are very top-
down.” The top-down and non-democratic process may make the community to feel indifferent 
and apathetic about what is happening at the university in the name of internationalization. As 
summarized and discussed in the previous chapter, a part of the stakeholders feels excluded from 
the internationalization agenda settings and processes. Therefore, this group of faculty had to 
choose to do their international activities based on their own norms, interests and rules.  
The University community is unenthused about the Strategic Plan of internationalization, 
because faculty members think that the current one is not their policy, but the policy of the 
administration pushing faculty to pursue its agenda. For example, this assertion is evident from 
the perception of Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science; “it 
[internationalization] is not certainly mine. It is the administration’s policy. It is the policy of the 
President and people around him, not all other people in the University. … Are they going to 
take me seriously after this, no, no, I do not think so!”  
From a critical point of view, internationalization cannot be continued as the part of an 
individual agenda or as a President’s personal priority in a public institution with liberal 
standards and reputation. In terms of policy making, a real internationalization of higher 
education is supposed to have two main characters. First, it cannot happen only through an 
official top-down agenda; it must happen naturally and organically (de Wit, 2006; Enders, 2004). 
The second character is that genuine internationalization should be caused a collective mindset 
(Bogotch & Maslin-Ostrowski, 2010). A very top-down agenda setting and other non-democratic 
processes may lead the faculty to suppose that policy makers are out of touch with what is 
actually happening on campus and in the classrooms when they develop new policies of 
internationalization. Perhaps some participants were right in saying that the administration are 
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entitled and have the right role when it comes to setting internationalization agenda, but they are 
too far from what the university community, particularly faculty and students mainly think and 
actually do in the real world of the campus.  
One question to ask is how many of the University policy makers are faculty members or 
academic professional researchers? According to faculty members, like many Canadian 
contemporary university administrations a significant part of the university policy makers are 
essentially the managers of the business sector and industry. This perception is consistent to 
Coates’s and Morrison’s (2011) observation indicating that a large part of today university policy 
makers in the Canadian context of higher education is from the business sector. Therefore, the 
main concern is that they, then, may not be the best people to develop proper initiatives for 
internationalization.This point is consistent with Giroux’s (2007) argument saying that today 
higher education policy makers are more known for being successful ‘fundraisers’ rather than 
intellectual individuals and academic policy makers. In such a situation, and in a non-democratic 
and non-transparent context, as internationalization reflects the voices of administration and 
people in power, it may ignore the voices of the community. Therefore, what the administration 
consciously or subconsciously tends to overlook is the voices of the frontline stakeholders of 
internationalization including the faculty, staff, and students, among others. In a democratic 
policy context, recognizing the voices of all groups is substantially the duty of administration.  
The other point is that some people on and off the campus might resent internationalization 
initiatives not because they are not aware of the original intention of this policy nor because they 
do not understand its intent or benefits, but because they feel they are not involved in its agenda. 
Public University needs provide a forum/environment in which every stakeholder has courage to 
speak up boldly about internationalization (Pal, 2010). It was very shocking to me in a few 
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interview sessions when, at the end of interviews after the recorder was off, participants were 
more critical about what they see happening in the institution regarding internationalization. At 
that moment, a question to me was why in a liberal institution of higher education professors feel 
insecure to speak up about policy issues. This is a very critical and provocative question for the 
administration to answer and accommodate the collective understanding of all stakeholders 
within their internationalization policy. 
As is shown and discussed in Chapter V, the administration is the main group of stakeholders 
that has the power to be fully heard in Public University’s internationalization policies and 
practices. In contrast, faculty and students are two main stakeholders that have practically had 
little power and voice to be heard with regards to internationalization activities. However, studies 
show that the success of internationalization in a department rests with both individual faculty 
and their collective actions (Bogotch & Maslin-Ostrowski, 2010). Therefore, participation of 
faculty members at policy making processes is necessary to reach the more advanced stages of 
internationalization. This study also indicates that internationalization to faculty members means 
making connections in terms of both research agenda and partnership and connection with 
colleagues and students outside of the institution. 
The argument is that the main stakeholders’ voices should be at the heart of the policy 
making process of internationalization. This point addresses the fundamental influence and 
notion of consultation, collective participation, and power to be heard in policy creation. The 
policy’s success or failure in an institution depends on the nature and quality of power 
distribution, influence and voices of stakeholders (Ball, 1990; Evers, 1988; McLaughlin, 1987; 
Ozga, 2002; Pall, 2010; Prunty, 1985; Taylor, 1997). To facilitate this, the administration needs 
to know what the real expectations and common sense understandings of main stakeholders 
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entail. Instead of top-down and non-democratic procedures, Public University needs to move 
toward a bottom-up, democratic-based, and evidence-based policy making process in order to 
cover different voices. It is necessary to mention that Public University has been working on a 
new strategic plan of internationalization with some new visions and directions to fix current 
weaknesses. In this respect a Senior Governing Board member commented “I know that some of 
Public University’s leaders are conscious of this [weakness of Plan] and continue to democratize 
the strategic planning process. The upcoming strategic planning process looks quite promising.” 
Public University is, therefore, turning to a bottom-up policy making approach for developing its 
new strategic plan of internationalization. By way of illustration, Dr. Miller, VP 
internationalization a senior administrator, said: 
In the new international plan I am going out to academics, to staff, to students and talking 
about our new ideas and components. So that I can get feedback about what is important to 
them what is not important to them, what is good, what is stupid, and then we formulate the 
plan together. So I have already selected 17 different groups on campus and presented 
accordingly and have received the feedback. So while the previous one did not have that kind 
of outreach components and did not engage the faculty and staff or students to the same 
extent, I am hoping that the new one will. We cannot have a top-down approach to 
internationalization; rather a kind of bottom-up approach. 
Nevertheless, although the development of this new strategic plan seems like a bottom-up 
approach, it still needs a fully evidence-based studies and critical based policy analysis for 
decision making and agenda setting. For example, for writing a new strategic plan, the 
University administration has encouraged students to participate in an online survey, to call, 
email, or drop by to inform policy makers about their views/opinions about an agenda that the 
administration is already planning to develop. At first, this appears to be an all-encompassing 
approach, but it is not an evidenced-based approach for policy development that truly involves 
the voices of all stakeholders.  
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The argument is that internationalization initiatives have favored some voices and 
disadvantaged others. While the current policies and programs mostly favour voices of the 
administration and disadvantage others, the main issue should be how all faculty and students’ 
voices and needs can be considered and integrated into the plan. The academy is a place in which 
people from many different social, economic, and ethnic groups gather together (Bok,2003; 
Giroux, 2010). It is a place where everybody has a right to play a role and have her/his voice 
heard. I am well aware of the fact that engaging the full breadth of internal and external 
stakeholders of internationalization with different perspectives might not be possible, but an 
internationalization policy and plan fully involving two core stakeholders, namely students and 
faculty, is extremely necessary and beneficial (Pal, 2010; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). The intent of 
taking, for example, students in policy circles or agenda setting for internationalization should 
not be interpreted as bringing policy down to the level of the students; it should, in its place, be 
assumed as bringing students (as coming engaged and global citizens) up to the level of policy 
makers and policy creators. A genuine internationalization policy, as Altbach and Knight (2007) 
argue, not only must ensure that international higher education benefits public and not simply be 
a profit center, but also reflects the voices of all the university community.  
I believe that in a real internationalized campus, at both, individual and institutional 
levels, stakeholders must identify themselves as specific partners of policy making. This, 
consequently, may influence their commitment, particularly faculty, to the campus as an ideal 
type of community to live in. Although multiple challenges may appear if the administration 
relies solely on, for example faculty and students, to lead internationalization policies and 
initiatives (Dewey & Duff, 2009), it is important to consider the views and voices of all the 
community before jumping to a conclusion that it best suits all the stakeholders’ needs. It is 
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necessary that every group’s interests and voices to be heard in internationalization activities. In 
other words, the power to have a voice or an opinion to be heard and reflected is a key condition 
in a democratic policy agenda setting (McLaughlin, 1987). I argue that in an engaging-
democratic context and process, a policy is made based on both majority and minority voices and 
the expectations of policy makers to meet them at the best. It is evident that if faculty members 
as first-hand stakeholders, for example, feel disgruntled by what is happening within the 
university and in the community as a whole, then they have an intellectual force and scholarly 
duty to act differently to ensure that their philosophy and academic mission are addressed. 
Driving Discourses of Values 
The term value from a qualitative/subjective approach, as shown in Chapter I, implies a quality 
considered worthwhile and desirable for a group of people (stakeholders). The concept value, as 
it is commonly understood and proclaimed in different texts and rhetoric is embedded within a 
broader context of policy discourses  (Prunty, 1985; Evers, 1988; Stewart, 2009; Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010; Pal, 2010). Policy values hypothetically reflect visions, voices, interests and 
priorities of people in power and different groups of stakeholders (Harvey, 1973; Pal, 2010; 
Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Higher education policy is not value-free because it involves a myriad 
of participants and stakeholders including students, faculty, parents, interest groups, 
administration, board of  governors, senate members, governments, industry and business sector, 
and professionals who can have widely divergent voices and views on what issues need to be 
addressed, the priorities and optimal solutions to problems.  
In policy research, it is significant to comprehend what values drive a given policy and how 
policy values are directed and organized around a set of policy statements (Rizvi & Lingard, 
2010; Stewart, 2009).This study aimed to illuminate the overt and covert values that influence 
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the policies and activities associated with internationalization in a public university in Ontario. 
Relying on the findings of this study, there have been a set of different policy values driving 
internationalization initiatives. Some of them seem more visible and tangible, and others are less 
observable and barely transparent. All these values could be categorized into two major 
discourses: neoliberal- instrumental and liberal-academic discourse. I will first discuss the 
neoliberal- instrumental discourse and its components, and then the liberal-academic discourse 
and the related values. At the end, a discussion and conclusion is developed.  
Neoliberal- instrumental discourse 
Drawing on the data gathered, internationalization policies and initiatives are influenced and 
directed by a neoliberal-instrumental discourse of values. This discourse of values is evidenced 
by different sources of perceptions, comments, policy statements and rhetoric. Neoliberal-
instrumental discourse is comprised of material-based and competition based values.  
Material-based values 
Material-based values including different market-oriented and economic components are the first 
group of values that have been influencing and driving internationalization. Similar to most 
world-class public universities in the developed world (de Wit, 2011; Maringe, 2013), 
internationalization at Public University appears to be a great policy for the market activity of 
postsecondary education. For the administration, there is certainly some revenue which must be 
generated through internationalization activities. According to Dr. Chatman, the President of the 
University, for example, in Ontario, international students contribute an estimated $1-billion 
annually to the provincial economy (Chatman, 2010a). In his editorial written for the Globe and 
Mail, the President wrote that not only does internationalization enhance the education 
experience for all students, but it also provides long-term economic benefits for Ontario and 
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Canada (Chatman, 2010b). According to the President, as the numbers of international students 
grow, they will have an increasing economic impact on the university and the city (Chatman, 
2012).  
Despite the President’s rhetoric, there is no very concrete consistency between different 
resources of the administration rhetoric about the economic motives and influences of 
internationalization. For example, although the President speaks about the economic impact of 
internationalization, Dr. Millan, a vice-provost, believes that existing initiatives are not driven by 
economic objectives, specifically money and tuition that international students bring to the 
system. In her interview in a university journal, she commented that internationalization is not 
driven at all by the tuition fees that international students have to pay. According to her, the 
tuition that Public University charge international students equals the tuition levels that domestic 
students are charged plus the government grants funding that the university gets for domestic 
students (Millan, 2011). 
The lack of consistency among senior administrators implies that either the related 
official policy statements like Strategic Plan are silent, or the administration are not honest with 
regards to their reflections about the economic motives and influences of internationalization. 
This strengthens a hypothesis that economic motives are an embedded and hidden agenda of 
internationalization policies and initiatives. If so, the community of faculty members, particularly 
participants from three faculties (i.e. Social Science, Science, and Arts and Humanities), are 
rightfully reflecting on the idea that financial incentives are the primary values driving 
internationalization initiatives.  
As it shown in Chapter V, faculty believe that internationalization is a way of generating 
revenue. According to Dr. Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, for 
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example, international students pay money to the university for programs that already have been 
planned for domestic students’ requirements and needs. According to Dr. Tracy, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, “internationalization is about money and nobody can 
see the liberal values of education in university anymore.” Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Social Science, supposed that internationalization of campus is driven by an economic 
engine than an educational engine. He added: “the economic engine has to do with the fact that 
foreign students on our campus pay two or three times as much school [tuition] fees than the 
Canadian students.” By way of illustration, he commented:  
If I have a local student who pays seven thousand dollars a year to come to be in university, 
and we get somebody in from China, Iran, wherever as a foreign student who pays twenty 
thousand dollars a year, economic logic tells you I would rather have the foreign students; it 
makes more sense economically and financially; but it is a Canadian university, we have to 
reserve some seats and spots for locals and Canadians. 
At the same time, faculty challenged the business attitudes of the university administration 
toward internationalization and international students. Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Science, believed that the university has been selling postsecondary credentials to the 
world through internationalization like a commercial project. Dr. Hilton, an Associate Professor 
from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, commented: “I think our university administration sees 
international students as cash cows and of course, provincial government sees them in that way.” 
She believed that this is the disappointing part of internationalization, viewing foreign students 
like revenue generators. She continued her criticism by saying that: “It is so sad if provincial and 
federal governments say universities have to raise their own money; it is so sad when universities 
charge international students three times or whatever more than our students.” Dr. Levinson, an 
Associate Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities was suspicious because he 
supposed that internationalization is a business project of the government. He said: “I try not to 
be an ideological driven faculty [member] but in terms of values promoted by 
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internationalization I am very skeptical and actually quite critical at the same time; that is a 
political-business agenda, not a real education plan.”  Dr. Robinson, a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities stated:  
Let’s say Public University has to make some money, but if that money goes into classrooms, 
into, let’s say, hiring more tenured professors or creating better resources for students or 
creating better financial package for students, I have no problem with that money; let’s say 
international students pay higher fees but nobody knows where that money goes? 
Therefore, the faculty perceptions are that the University administration’s first and primary 
concern is not recruiting the best and brightest international undergraduate students. Rather, they 
are interested in their wealthy backgrounds and the finances they can generate from them. 
Indeed, this is consistent with Coates’s and Morrison’s (2011) observations that “universities in 
Ontario are chasing foreign students from around the world” (p. 215). However, the 
administrators, as shown in Chapter V, do not accept the criticism that market values drive 
internationalization initiatives. The population of international undergraduate students is low at 
Public University compared to other top-tier public institutions in Canada and Ontario.1 The 
senior administrators suppose that if internationalization was a replaceable source for declining 
public budget of the university, the presence of international undergraduate students on campus 
must have been the first university internationalization activity. It means that in contrast to 
faculty members, administrators do not believe that recruitment of international undergraduate 
students is the first priority of internationalization activities. In other words, the administrators 
may be right in their assertion, to a degree but having few international undergraduate students 
does not mean that the university is reluctant to have more. It may mean that the administration 
has been unsuccessful in attracting international students.  
                                                          
1 Population of all international students at Public University is about 8.4%. The population of international 
undergraduate students is about 5.7%. 
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Competition-based values 
Competition-based values appear to be second set of value driving internationalization at Public 
University. Securing and increasing national prestige and building international profile and 
reputation are the main components of this group of values. The international reputation and 
branding trend is, therefore, seen as an important category of rationale in this study. Like many 
institutions in developed countries (Bok, 2003; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), ranking, branding and 
reputation in both the national and international stages have been fundamental for Public 
University’s administration. According to the University official policy, ‘reputation’ along with 
‘economic’ motivations appear to be the main components that are influencing 
internationalization initiatives. Within the university, the Strategic Plan places ‘international 
reputation’ as a key policy target. Promoting the profile and raising international reputation is, in 
other words, the main concern of the University administration. According to Millan, a voice-
provost, the university wants to raise [its] profile by offering the best higher education in Ontario 
and Canada; and be the destination for the best students and best faculty and best staff (Millan, 
2013). 
According to the administrators, one of the central concerns of Public University to 
acknowledge internationalization as a policy priority is to compete for national-international 
prestige and reputation. Senior administration believed that it is the duty of the administration to 
hold and increase the university’s reputation nationally and internationally. Dr. Bryon, a Board 
of Governor, for example, stated: “people are hungry for the education that we have in North 
America…; so the administration needs to be able to hold on and raise our reputation, and at the 
same time make the place attractive for foreigners, and people outside of the province to come 
in.” According to Dr. Smith, a senior administrator, most of the time, unhealthy competition 
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drives internationalization. He commented: “each university fights each other; that is another 
thing that drives me crazy; … [just] look at Southern Ontario; all universities compete with each 
other.” He added that “internationalization is being a commercial enterprise.” According to some 
administrators, the existing game of competition is not bad per se, rather, it is a big opportunity 
for Canada and Canadian institutions. Dr. Saeedi, a Department Chair from the Faculty of 
Engineering, for example, stated: I think it would be very unfortunate for Canadian universities if 
they ignore this competition. […] just from a market point of view, […] there is a large market 
there; this is a big opportunity for the institution, the departments, faculty, and whatever.”  
According to the faculty, competition for branding [and ranking] is a major concern of the 
university administration. Dr. Boes, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Science, for instance, 
commented “[the] administration wants to win this competition of branding and ranking games.” 
Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science, commented: “there is a game in 
the name of competition; we want to win it; this is happening everywhere.” Dr. Pierce continued 
by criticizing the competition: “I used to talk about this from an instrumental way of thinking 
that is pushing us to think in terms of competition; this is a narrow way; this is a Tsunami, it is a 
Tsunami because it is covering the entire world. Everyone is doing that.” According to Dr. 
Pierce, the university’s administration has internationalization as a first priority because they 
want to win the game of competition to attract the best and brightest people. He commented:  
We want to get [up] a good piece of the global pie. And by that we mean as the President has 
stated very clearly, we want to get the best piece of this pie; the best students and the best 
people from the world; we want them to come here instead of going to Stanford, U of T, 
UBC, etc. That is the rational part of all this that everyone wants to get the best piece of the 
same pie. 
The logic of competition is understandable for faculty. According to them, there is no way to flee 
from the notion of competition which is unhealthy but necessary for the best and brightest 
students. Some faculty also believed that the university can compete without losing their 
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fundamental and basic academic identity. Dr. Tracy, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts 
and Humanities, for instance, commented: “we are living in a moment that I don’t particularly 
like, but I cannot close my eyes and say it doesn’t exist. No! I see the pressures! Pressure to 
compete, pressure to bring money, pressure to attract more resources! I see that pressure.” Dr. 
Pierce, another Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science saw competition like a ‘good 
devil’. He stated: “we have to walk with this devil if needed.” He continued by saying:  
Competition is like a devil; sometimes you have to walk with the devil; it is possible! I 
think because I see that in other universities are doing that. It is possible to bring those 
resources, to get more money; to enrich your bank account without losing your soul; 
without abandoning your basic values, the mission, the fundamental mission; …the 
educational mission of this university; the need to enhance our critical capacity of our 
vision; I think that we could enrich our bank account precisely by enhancing our critical 
capacity by paying attention to the product by making it more real, more substantive, 
more responsible and critical; it can be done. 
According to faculty, the values of learning and education are neglected by focus on the 
recruitment of students. Dr. Chao, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science believed 
that: “the traditional academic values of knowledge and opportunity for intellectual discussion 
and debate have moved mostly into career training.” The other issue based on Faculty perception 
is that because of the dominant neoliberal zeitgeist which generally privileges an economic logic 
of postsecondary education (Held & McGrew, 2003; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), neither 
administrators nor international students value the educational values of internationalization 
enough. Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Social Science commented: “I always 
ask my foreign students why you are here! Either they do not know [even though they are here] 
or they say the same thing, more or less: we are here to get a good job.”  According to Dr. 
Adams’ perception, international students are looking for training rather than education. He 
stated: “So they want training not education. I think not only administrators, but also students 
accept that business model.” Because of this, Dr. Tracy, a Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts 
179 
 
and Humanities, supposed that the university’s administration does everything to keep students 
on campus to get their tuition money by the end. This is, as a matter of fact, the impact of 
neoliberal ideology which has privileged the processes of training rather than education and the 
need to build lives characterized by human dignity. This perspective is also associated with a 
preference to promote the instrumental values of competition. 
Dr. Hinton, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities had an 
unenthusiastic perspective about the current trend of internationalization. She commented: 
“internationalization is a sick plan because our university is sick.” According to Dr. Hilton, the 
deep entrenchment of market values in faculty’s intellectual life and departments’ academic 
objectives and programs is the symptom of the university’s and internationalization’s sickness. 
This is truth from the position of many other critically minded faculty, as it is consistent with 
other critical scholars’ (Axelrod, 2002; Giroux, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) observations from 
outside of the University. In this sense, as much as I perceive, internationalization plan is not the 
problem per se; rather it is a symptom of the larger problem itself. This means the possible 
sickness of internationalization is caused by the neoliberal accountability regime which has 
surrounded the academy and has been diminishing academic values and standards. Based on 
researchers’ (e.g., Giroux, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) arguments, neoliberal globalization 
forces institutions and their administration to anticipate and profit labor market trends.1  
According to Dr. Hilton, the sickness of the university occurs when traditional academic-
humanist values and public and citizenship interests are overtaken or displaced by market 
principles such as competition, profit and private-interest. She added: “the problem is that when 
you try to talk about alternative things like academic freedom, research freedom, self-
                                                          
1 As such, their consumers are prospective students and their parents, and institutions are interested in responding 
the current crucial question of students and parents if their investment is going to pay off. 
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governance, freedom from market, university autonomy, etc. you feel you are alone in this way.” 
This is consistent with Giroux’s (2002, 2007) and Rizvi’s and Lingard’s (2010) observations 
indicating that in the context of neoliberalism, higher education policies have shifted from 
democratic public values toward a market-driven mode of learning and education. In addition, 
Dr. Hinton’s reflection could be interpreted as a sign of the risks and challenges of 
internationalization in terms of increased trends of the university toward commodification of 
related policies and programs at the expense of values such as academic freedom; collegiality, 
social responsibility, institutional autonomy, research and scholarly excellence, intellectual 
pluralism and diversity, scholars mobility, knowledge exchanges and partnerships that have 
traditionally underpinned postsecondary education. What does not seem promising is that while 
Public University budgets and funding are impacted by the global economic crisis and 
intertwined with government financial policies, it is expected that the pressure on the 
administration will be to find more cost-efficient initiatives and programs for 
internationalization. The researcher’s perception is that the University President and policy 
makers have to be politically and institutionally correct to gain more financial resources. In other 
words, with a noticeable level of declining public funding and the economic-political realities 
surrounding the University, the administration will/have to continue pursuing policies [of 
internationalization] that demand efficiency of inputs/components and accountability of 
outputs/outcomes.  
The other point is that under the situation of “promoting the instrumental values of 
competition” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 31), the logic of acknowledging competition for profile 
and branding by the administration is that if the University’s reputation is raised, not only can 
departments get more talented and top international researchers and graduate and postdoctoral 
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students, but also that they can get attention of wealthy students from overseas. Because the best 
international faculty and researchers desire to work in the top-tier institutions, foreign students 
and their families predominantly choose their schools/institutions based on their international 
recognitions. While Public University lacks such a great international reputation outside of the 
country, internationalization is a very important strategy for the administration to raise the 
institution profile. This assertion resonates with the reflection of a Full Professor from the 
Faculty of Social Science stating that the administration are well aware that Public University 
may be famous, well-known and well-established within the province and country, but people 
from outside of the country do not know this institution as it really is. 
To sum up, the neoliberal- instrumental discourse which has been dominant in many 
institutions from the 1970s (Altbach & Knight, 2007; de Wit, 2011; Maringe et al., 2013; 
Warwick & Moogan, 2013), began to prevail over the last decade or so at Public University. 
There has recently been a shift toward neoliberal values orientation in internationalization of 
higher education. In the framework of this business-capital discourse, the university has been 
engaging with policies that may help to attract more foreign students and sell research products 
in an aggressive market of competition and profit building. This seems well-matched with the 
arguments of some scholars such as Giroux (2007), Rizvi and Lingard (2010), and Warwick and 
Moogan (2013) that today’s higher education institutions are less likely to base organizational 
decisions on educational and scholarly values, and more likely to link them to management-
efficiency ethos and strategy. 
In addition, under the condition of neoliberal-instrumental discourse there is an increased 
concern about the focus on student numbers and financial bottom-line rather than the content and 
the quality of international learning and multicultural experiences. According to faculty, existing 
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internationalization initiatives do not align with academic and intellectual standards of the 
university and the community. For example, Dr. Adams, a Full Professor from the Faculty of 
Social Science thought that over-recruitment of wealthy international students happens for the 
advantage of non-academic criteria. He commented: “I have lamented in recent years that the 
quality of our education is declining that we are using criteria instead of standards; today we are 
not meeting standards but rather satisfying criteria.” The argument is that when 
internationalization initiatives do not align with the faculty expectations, they judge the agenda 
as detrimental, or at best, ineffective and unsuccessful. This trend of internationalization may 
perpetuate the erosion of intellectual life and academic freedom and equality. For faculty what is 
obvious is that postsecondary education should not be a business, and students should not be 
conceived as the university’s customers. Increasing the population of foreign students or research 
and knowledge exchange merely for economic purposes cannot be an ultimate academic goal for 
a public, liberal and research-intensive university in a developed, multicultural context. 
Liberal-academic discourse 
The liberal-academic discourse of values mostly exists in policy statements and administration 
rhetoric. This discourse implies that the mission of the university is to educate critical engaged 
students as global citizens. The liberal-academic discourse is constituted by 
educational/academic and multicultural/ humanitarian values. I first discuss these two sets of 
values, and then develop a discussion on the discourse. 
Educational and academic-based values  
Educational and academic-based values are the third group of values that appears to be driving 
internationalization activities. According to some administrators, educational values still drive 
internationalization initiatives. According to Dr. Miller, a senior administrator, the idea of 
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educating globally ready graduates and citizens is the important thing that the administration has 
been planning to do. She said: “As I tell people, if internationalization at this institution was all 
about business or all about bringing international students for resources and so on, I would not be 
taking this job. We want to educate global citizens and international researchers.” According to 
Dr. Bryon, another senior administrator, the real value driving internationalization certainly is 
learning and education. She believed that the funding of international graduate students is an 
instance of the claim that foreign students are recruited only because of educational and 
academic reasons at Public University.  
Beside some curriculum and learning-based activities at the university level, different 
international teaching and educational programs have been implemented in different departments 
over the last decade. For example, the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering from 
the Faculty of Engineering has developed a joint undergraduate-graduate degree program with 
the Indian Institute of Technology (IIT) in Roorkee. Likewise, the Faculty of Law has developed 
a unique joint undergraduate/master’s program with The University Groningen in the 
Netherlands, and a joint masters-level program with the National Academy of Legal Scholarship, 
the top-ranked law school in India. The School of Business is offering a global Masters in 
International Management program in partnership with CEMS1. All of these academic activities 
and research and education partnerships imply that although educational and academic values are 
partly submerged because of the university funding circumstance, they still exist and are not 
completely absent at Public University.  
                                                          
1 The Global Alliance in Management Education or CEMS (formerly the Community of European Management 
Schools and International Companies).  
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Multicultural and humanitarian-based values 
Multicultural and humanitarian-based values are the fourth driving set of values of 
internationalization. I found a few instances of this group of values in policy statements and 
reports. According to the Strategic Plan and other related reports, Public University has, for 
example, been working with educational and medical institutions in Belarus to improve dental 
care and the quality of cardiac treatment and surgery in that country. Rebuilding the health care 
system in Rwanda in collaboration with other Canadian partners and funding from the Canadian 
International Development Agency is another example of its international humanitarian activity 
and research collaboration. UHE’s project— as the university commitment and response to the 
HIV/AIDS crisis in Africa in order to establish disease-fighting probiotic yoghurt businesses in 
Tanzania, Kenya and Rwanda- has been a cornerstone of Public University’s internationalization 
strategy. Another example is a Faculty of Education researchers’ work and contributions on a 
project to develop research material on “Global Citizenship” for Canadian schools.  
Reviewing these activities indicate that despite the reflections of most critically minded 
participants, Public University has experienced different types of internationalization initiatives 
other than recruiting international students. The above mentioned initiatives could be viewed as 
proof that that the university internationalization plans are not only about recruiting international 
students as the first and foremost initiative for generating revenue. To some degree, it can be 
employed and interpreted as part of misconceptions and misunderstanding which exist among the 
participants about the internationalization programs (De Wit, 2011; Knight, 2011). As de Wit 
(2011) argues, the worst misconception regarding internationalization of higher education is that 
it means having many international students on campus. This also implies that although almost 
all faculty members mentioned were aware of the University’s Strategic Plan of 
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internationalization, they were not well aware of the different components of internationalization 
and its activities at the university. This may be because although almost all faculty were, more or 
less, aware of Public University’s strategic plan on internationalization, only one associate 
professor from the Faculty of Science stated that he had read the complete plan. If so, the 
university administration has the responsibility to approach a way that would address the faculty 
and other stakeholders’ misconceptions and misunderstanding of internationalization policies.  
 
Figure 6.3. Two main discourses of policy values 
The liberal-academic values are traditionally included in the three main roles of the 
modern university, teaching/learning; research/knowledge and service/supports (Bok, 2003; 
Giroux, 2010). In this sense, internationalization can be valued as an agenda which aims to fulfill 
higher education’s original missions in a broad way. According to this discourse, the end goal(s) 
and policy rationale(s) of internationalization is supposed to be associated with research, 
knowledge production and educating students to embrace all cultures, experiences, diversity and 
different walks of life. A real and academic internationalization with persuasive rationales may 
Liberal-
academic 
Values
Neoliberal-
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lead to educate responsible citizens who are competitively self-motivated, civic-minded and 
productive, and eligible for taking social responsibilities in both foreign and domestic arenas. 
This is consistent with IAU’s (2003, 2005, 2010) suggestion that the key rationales of 
internationalization are supposed to support the preparation of students to live and work in a 
globalized world, the improvement of academic quality, and the strengthening of research. Such 
persuasive rationales of internationalization should, in addition, lead faculty to feel more 
confident and connected to both global networks and their community-based activities. 
To sum up, as shown in Figure 6.3, and discussed above and Chapter V, different sets of 
values have been influencing internationalization initiatives and activities at Public University. 
The two discourses of values (i.e. liberal-academic and neoliberal-instrumental values) are 
consistent with the findings and discussion on the two approaches of internationalization’s 
definition, as discussed in section one. Both the liberal-academic values and the notion of 
internationalization in theory mostly exist in policy statements and administration rhetoric. The 
neoliberal-instrumental values and the notion of internationalization in practice are mostly 
observed during the implementation of routine internationalization on and off campus. This 
statement resonates with a comment from Dr. Boes, a research participant, indicating that, “you 
can find some intellectual and educational values on the paper [policy statements] but material 
values are basic in practice. I think it is materials that are valued more because then the 
infrastructure of the grant money than flows to the [Public] university.” Accordingly, 
internationalization policies and initiatives are theoretically influenced by liberal-academic 
discourse of values and in practice, driven by neoliberal-instrumental discourse.  
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A Cross (sub) Case Analysis 
Despite the fact that this is a single case study, in this section I briefly employ the technique of 
cross case analysis to identify the major similarities and differences in participants’ perceptions 
in order to get rich information of the case. As it was shown in Chapter V, I used various tables 
and figures to compare the summary of findings (presented in a descriptive format) and 
discussion from two sources of participants -faculty and administrators. Here I briefly summarize 
and discuss the main cross-case findings.  
Although administrators and participants in different faculties shared almost the same value 
on the necessity and need of internationalization, they defined it in different and somewhat 
contrasting ways. In other words, internationalization of higher education is perceived in two 
different ways by administrators and faculty members. For senior administrators, 
internationalization is an ideal policy and there is nothing negative about it. Terms such as 
‘access’, ‘impact, ‘opportunity’, ‘connection’, ‘diversity’, ‘mobility’, ‘awareness’, ‘partnership’, 
‘collaboration’, etc. characterize common perceptions and descriptions by administrators 
regarding internationalization. In contrast, the meaning of internationalization for faculty 
members, except participants from the Faculty of Engineering, is associated with a business-
driven approach to higher education. Terms such as ‘profit’, ‘business’, ‘competition’, 
‘marketization, ‘branding’, ‘industry’, commercialization’, ‘corporatization’, etc. are the 
common descriptions of internationalization by faculty members. Despite the differences 
between two groups of participants in terms of how they view internationalization at Public 
University, most of them see internationalization as a timely and significant strategy. In this 
sense, there is no discrepancy between what administrators say and what faculty perceive about 
the significance of internationalization. In other words, while all participants, both the 
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administrators and faculty members, may have conflicting or differing values and priorities, they 
see internationalization as a necessary and essential policy for the present and future of the 
University. To some degree, this finding and discussion is in agreement with Stier’s (2004) 
argument indicating that although “administrators and teachers [faculty] share a commitment to 
internationalization, they adhere to different ideologies and normative objectives” (p. 94). 
According to administrators (except the managers) internationalization at Public University 
entails different initiatives such as international research collaboration and partnership, recruiting 
international students,  knowledge exchange, international teaching and learning programs, and 
extending students exchange and experience. Moreover, based on the views of faculty members, 
except for participants from Faculty of Engineering, the university has only been committed to 
recruiting more international students as the first and foremost activity of internationalization.  
In addition, there is a big gap between senior administrators’ and executive managers’ 
attitudes about internationalization programs and their impacts on the campus and the 
community. One of the main similarities in perceptions of participants is that both administrators 
and faculty believed that the presence of more international students enrich the university 
community and campus. 
Faculty believe that regardless of the positive or negative impact of internationalization on 
the community, the first goal for the administration is generating financial resources. In contrast, 
administrators rationalize (and they were perhaps successful in doing so with the general public) 
that the international policies and programs are created for the good of the institution. 
Nevertheless, although faculty believe that existing initiatives and programs are held in 
accordance to the market-driven values and corporate-driven rationales, they understand 
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circumstances and financial logic of the university to find replaceable resources for declining 
public funding.  
According to administrators, the existing policies of internationalization provide 
opportunities for all but the faculty believed that the current procedures commonly privilege 
international students from wealthy families. Prioritizing the recruitment of international fee-
paying students from privileged backgrounds is considered an inappropriate way of enhancing 
diversity and quality of the community. Marketing and recruiting more international students 
would not be viewed as a detriment if they were admitted based on their academic merit, but this 
is not how faculty perceive the situation. According to faculty, the current policies of recruiting 
more wealthy international students is causing fear among local students and parents about their 
possible displacement. This issue was, however, rejected outright by senior administrators. 
Another point is that although the university’s Strategic Plan, Academic Plans of Faculties, 
and most of the administrators are rather silent about economic incentives and market-based 
motives of internationalization, according to faculty these economic motives and incentives are 
an obvious and basic rationale of internationalization. In other words, according to the official 
rhetoric internationalization initiatives are about academic and educational rationales. In contrast, 
faculty members believe that the economic and financial resources are the first and foremost key 
rationale of internationalization for the university. 
Another major gap is that administrators confidently thought they were optimally 
representing the voices of the key stakeholders, including faculty, students, administration and 
staff. However, most faculty are skeptical about their voices being heard. They feel that they do 
not have or have very little influence on internationalization initiatives and its processes. 
According to the administrators, all students, particularly international students, and faculty 
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benefit enormously from the current university’s internationalization. Faculty members, 
however, believes that the university administration benefits the most.  
Another cross-case finding is that faculty were either not involved in internationalization at 
all or become over involved in international activities. Researchers in the Faculties of 
Engineering and Science were the most involved with internationalization and participants from 
Social Science, and particularly Arts and Humanities have been the less-involved faculty. From 
this perspective, it is important to mention that faculties could be divided into two divisions of 
‘more’ international and ‘less’ international. Additionally, even departments within a ‘more’ 
internationalized faculties could be divided in two ‘more’ and ‘less’ internationalized 
departments and so on. This finding is consistent with Warwick and Moogan’s (2013) research 
showing that there are extensive variations in practice in the degree and implementation of 
internationalization initiatives between departments at the same university.  
To sum up, in descending order from the most to least critical perceptions about 
internationalization initiatives and programs at Public University were the Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities, Faculty of Social Science, Faculty of Science, and lastly, the Faculty of 
Engineering. This finding may provoke thoughts as to why participants from some faculties may 
be more critical about internationalization than others. From the researchers’ perspective, there 
are two core reasons. The first reason is that faculties that have been more internationalized, in 
terms of international research partnerships and collaboration, and the population of international 
students, have faculty members with less critical perspectives about internationalization 
programs. On the contrary, faculties that have been less internationalized and rather marginalized 
in terms of different internationalization components, have faculty members with greater critical 
attitudes. The uneven engagement of departments and individuals with internationalization 
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activities appears to be the main reason for this. In other words, participants from the Faculty of 
Engineering are less critical because they have benefited and are privileged by different 
components and activities of internationalization, compared to scholars from other faculties at 
Public University. A couple of the research participants echoed this point. For instance, Dr. 
Boles, an Associate Professor from the Faculty of Social Science commented: “if you study or 
teach in the areas of, for example, humanities, sociology, and many social sciences, my sense as 
an insider is that you will not be at the first stage of internationalization priority now.” She 
continued to say that unequal attention to departments is a common threat on campus these days. 
She commented, “what we regularly see here is the situation which the natural sciences, 
engineering and, you know, those areas get far more money attention than the traditional 
humanistic areas like Arts and Humanities, visual arts, etc.” Next, Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science described internationalization as a one-way policy turning 
into a form of unequal agenda planned for scientists and engineers. Dr. Tracy, another Full 
Professor from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities commented, “we worry in the Humanities 
and Social Sciences a lot, in general. To the extent that internationalization privileges and 
rewards certain areas of study and certain things, we [faculty] are worried that we are not on that 
list.” Following, a Full Professor, Dr. Robinson, from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities 
believed that the business approach and attitude of internationalization is the main reason for the 
existence of unequal attention to departments. He stated, “I think what I say, yes, I would like to 
engage in our international programs, but the problem is that when you privilege the 
commercialization of research as the kind of agenda then the problem becomes that not enough 
attention will be paid to some disciplines and some areas.” Hence, some participants, particularly 
more critically-minded faculty, were either not excited about or less interested in 
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internationalization - mostly because of the existing unequal treatment and engagement. These 
statements are consistent with the findings from other analyses (Altbach & Knight, 2007; IAU, 
2010) whereby internationalization may foster unjust academic (and non-academic) practices 
among departments and institutions.  
The second reason is that scholars from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities and Social 
Sciences have held critical visions about their environment, in and out of the academy, based on 
the nature of their educational field and school of thought. In other words, they historically and 
professionally have analyzed policies with a critical lens and stance. In the meantime, it has 
historically been philosophers and scholars from the fields of humanities and social sciences that 
have been theorizing, developing, and maintaining intellectual values, educational principles, and 
academic standards of postsecondary education. Therefore, it is expected that they would protect 
their traditional-academic heritage, values, and principles from neoliberal encroachments and 
academic metamorphosis.  
A second provocative question would be why executive managers are critical about existing 
internationalization programs and policies compared to the other three groups of participants 
from the administrator’s side. One of the main reasons is that they hold greater awareness of the 
realities of internationalization initiatives in current practice. Executive managers who engage in 
international programs and work in the related offices are directly connected to international 
students, their conditions, and problems. Therefore, when executive managers reckon that 
students’ voices, both local and international, are not heard, it should be duly noted to the 
university administration and policy makers to take students’ voices seriously.  
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Summary 
This chapter started with developing a discussion on the findings regarding the three research 
questions of the study. Then, it continued to develop a discussion and analysis on the central 
question and topic of the study, namely dominant discourses of values, at Public University. It 
was discussed that two major discourses of values appear to drive the initiatives and activities of 
internationalization: liberal-academic and neoliberal-instrumental. The findings indicate that the 
gradual extension of commercial logic and market values to current educational initiatives and 
academic values that historically have been absent from traditional university policies in Ontario. 
One of the main arguments of this chapter was that there is a significant gap between 
internationalization in theory and internationalization in practice.  
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CHAPTER VII: CONCLUSION 
Introduction 
To put this thesis and its findings into context, it is helpful to review some key points regarding 
the research framework and methodology of the study. A single case-study approach and critical 
framework were used for understanding what values drive internationalization and how they 
influence policies and initiatives at a public university in Ontario. Three other research questions 
were examined. These include: “What does internationalization mean for the university’s 
administrators and faculty?”; “Why does the university engage in internationalization?” and 
“Whose policy (agenda) does internationalization of higher education represent?” 
The research site of the study was a public university in Ontario, Canada. The university 
has actively adopted and implemented internationalization as a policy and has a respective 
strategic plan. In order to maintain anonymity, Public University was chosen as the pseudonym 
of the research site. The main source of information and data collection was key-informant 
interviews. Research participants were selected from two groups of faculty and administrators 
that either had direct and first-hand engagement and experience or wide knowledge and 
information about internationalization. The group of administrators varied from senior 
administrators and policy makers to managers and departments chairs. Faculty members included 
scholars who were engaged and interested in internationalization from the four Faculties of Arts 
and Humanities, Engineering, Science, and Social Sciences. As per the ethics approval process 
for this research, I used pseudonyms for participants in order to maintain their anonymity and 
privacy.  
The study also utilized data from other sources in order to “secure an in-depth 
understanding of the phenomenon in question” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p. 7), and to facilitate a 
195 
 
better understanding the official position of the university on internationalization. In addition to 
key-informant individual interviews - as the main data source – official policy (including policy 
documents and archived materials published in the press and media sources) was acquired as 
supplementary source of information in this research. According to Yin (2003) the most 
important application of documents in policy analysis is to support and enhance evidence from 
other sources. The main policy document consulted was a four year Strategic Plan of Public 
University on internationalization between 2009 and 2012. For the administration’s rhetoric, 
published archival materials and reports were reviewed. These materials were chosen in order to 
understand Public University’s administration rhetoric toward internationalization from 2009 to 
2012. The data was analyzed in a single case analysis (Yin, 2006; Merriam, 1998). The process 
and technique of single case analysis used in this study was transcribing, uncovering, coding, 
categorizing, and identifying key concepts, themes and major trends. This chapter concludes the 
thesis with a summary and discussion that interweave the findings of the study based on research 
questions. The chapter (and dissertation) ends with a final argument and some recommendations 
and concluding words.     
Conclusions 
Relying on Easton’s definition of policy as the ‘authoritative allocation of values’, and drawing 
on critical policy analysis approaches (Ball, 1990; Fairclough, 1995; Giroux, 2007; Prunty, 1985; 
Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Taylor, 1997), I perceived policy as ‘the practice of values’. This vision 
and the centrality of values required that I consider not only what values are represented, but also 
understand whose values are represented and whose voices are missing in internationalization 
initiatives and related policy statements. Critical policy analysis required that I interrogate and 
conceptualize how and what values and voices are glossed over or misplaced. This approach 
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analytically questioned the University administration, and critically debunked their policy 
assertions about internationalization initiatives and activities.  
Concerning the first research question, this study identified two major and different 
approaches of internationalization at Public University. What is common in the official policy 
and most definitions by administrators is that internationalization means international 
collaboration, international learning, and international partnerships with overseas institutions. 
For administrators in particular internationalization means ensuring that the education and 
research that the university engage in have maximum international impact. This includes 
addressing global issues such as HIV, climate change, food scarcity, among others. From this 
perspective, internationalization also is the process of integrating international and institutional 
initiatives of postsecondary education to educate engaged and responsible global citizens. For the 
faculty, however, internationalization at Public University means the process of recruiting more 
foreign students, specifically from wealthy families. From this perspective, internationalization is 
viewed as the process of international competition to commercialize postsecondary education 
and the recruitment of more wealthy international students to generate revenue and build the 
national-international profile and reputation of public University.  
Regarding the second theme and research question, the study discovered four major 
rationales: commercial-financial; administrative-visibility; educational-academic, and 
international-collaborative relationship. In terms of cross-case findings, according to 
administrators, revenue does not play a central role in terms of the recruitment of international 
fee-paying students and other initiatives like research and collaboration constitute 
internationalization at Public University. Faculty members, however, supposed that income 
generation and selling the institutions’ credentials play a crucial role in different 
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internationalization initiatives and activities. On the other hand, according to senior 
administrators, the broader and main rationale is the enrichment of the university community in 
terms of different aspects of educational and academic and cultural diversity. On the contrary, 
the faculty, furthermore, believed that the goal of internationalization is branding and extending 
the profile of the University. This shows that there are many contradictions and different 
perceptions about the rationales driving internationalization at Public University amongst the 
research participants in this study. 
In terms of agenda setting and policy development, which the third research question set 
out to understand, this study identified that internationalization is influenced and run by three 
different forces at three different levels. At the macro level (global/international) the 
international regime and corporate world along with international agencies play a basic role. At 
the meso level (national/provincial), governments of Canada and Ontario have a considerable 
role related to internationalization initiatives. At the micro level (local/institutional), 
internationalization is viewed as the University’s President’s and administration’s agenda. 
Faculties and departments directors feel they have a minor role in internationalization activities. 
The faculty, in addition, tend to focus on improving academic performance and learning 
experiences of international and domestic students, and sending out domestic students to 
experience the world, instead of recruiting more international students. Particularly, department 
chairs support developing initiatives and strategies that can improve students’ learning and 
academic performance. What is important is that internationalization at Public University is 
viewed by faculty members being run by the University elites. From the perspective of faculty, 
this is not acceptable. The point is that the university community sees internationalization as a 
top-down policy with a non-democratic agenda at the University. Accordingly they believe that 
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there is not a substantive policy interaction between the administration and the university 
community.  
Regarding the central research question about the embedded and core values influencing 
internationalization, the data gathered suggests an emergence and presence of two major 
discourses of values driving the related policies and initiatives, namely, an academic-liberal 
discourse and an instrumental-neoliberal discourse. Each discourse includes two subdivisions. 
The two main subdivisions of liberal- academic discourse are education-academic based values 
and multicultural-humanitarian based values. The two main subdivisions of neoliberal- 
instrumental discourse are material-based values and competition based values. For both 
administrators and faculty members, competition for reputation, international profile and 
admitting the best and brightest people are the important values driving internationalization 
initiatives. Nevertheless, from the vantage point of cross case findings, faculty suppose that 
commercialization of higher education is the dominant value paradigm that drives the University 
in internationalization initiatives. From this perspective, internationalization at Public University 
is recognized as a means to an end which is associated with market and budgetary objectives. 
With the rise in student mobility around the world, and despite different goals and great 
diversity, this study identifies that Public University has, more and less, similar concerns with 
other universities in the developed world (Altbach & Knight, 2007; de Wit, 2011; Maringe et al., 
2013). One, and probably the only and leading concern at Public University is making up 
declining public funding and developing replaceable resources for government funds. Despite the 
emergence and presence of some successful international academic and humanitarian-based 
initiatives such as UHE and WINDE, among others, internationalization is associated with an 
increasing tendency toward aggressive marketing and competition for more international 
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students, generating other financial resources and building the profile of the University. Taking 
all that into account, this study concludes that commercialization is the dominant trend of 
influencing and governing internationalization. From this perspective, as de Wit (2011) argues, 
internationalization is an objective in itself. Consequently, instrumental-market-driven rationales 
justify any kind of commercial-academic activities such as the recruitment of more international 
students and corporatization. In such a condition, the privilege of material-based values and 
market-driven rationales means that international opportunities of postsecondary education at 
Public University are becoming a luxury reserved for students from wealthy families, 
particularly from privileged countries.  
A Final Argument: Toward a Dynamic Balance 
The argument is that the liberal academic values of postsecondary education are gradually losing 
ground in favour of commercial goals and open-market values at the University. Liberal-
academic values are, however, not completely absent at Public University. They exist, but are 
submerged in the contemporary dominant neoliberal-instrumental discourse of values. This 
finding is consistent with other scholars’ observations indicating the shift of internationalization 
policies, particularly in Anglo-American institutions, from traditional values of academic and 
cooperative rationales to market-driven values and competitive and corporate rationales (Giroux, 
2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; van der Wende, 2001).  
The criticism is not merely because the value of money is driving internationalization; the 
argument is that the market and instrumental-based values are threatening and eroding the 
intrinsic values of post-secondary education. This is a symptom of our current university illness, 
according to Dr. Hinton, a research participant from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities. She 
added that “the erosion of traditional scholarly values is evidently one symptom of the illness of 
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our university.” This perception is consistent with Axelrod’s (2002) report indicating that 
decision-making autonomy that the university must have to provide cultural, intellectual, 
community-service, and training functions is being eroded in Canadian public universities (Ibid, 
p. 4-5). Under such circumstances, Public University like other peer institutions in Ontario and 
Canada has now become highly dependent on income generated from internationalization 
activities, and has developed a kind of marketing structures to sustain its different sources of 
revenue (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). 
The argument is that the economic-financial rationale as a dominant motive appears to be 
worrisome for the community. This is because they believe that the institution has been 
approaching postsecondary education with a business mindset, rather than from the perspective 
of intrinsic -educational rationales of schooling. It was clear to me that some participants got 
nervous during our interviews about their opinions and perspectives about the university’s 
inclination to see postsecondary education as a for-profit business. Dr. Adams, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science, for example reflected: “the current discourse of higher 
education goes too far away from the real reasons my colleagues and I have been recruited as 
professors to teach students or do research.” This is consistent with other scholars’ observations 
indicating that postsecondary education sector is seen as a factor in ensuring economic 
productivity (Bok, 2003; Giroux, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Within this commercial 
framework, higher education institutions have, as Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) observed, 
become international drivers for revenue generation, since profit has become prioritized over the 
core educational activities of institution. According to the findings and discussion, therefore, 
internationalization appears to be a key component of the global marketplace of postsecondary 
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education for branding institutions to sell their products - normally credentials and certifications- 
to potential buyers, most of whom are students from the developing world. 
The argument, nevertheless, is that with the current unstable economic climate which 
means priorities for revenue generation and controlling expenditures, a tension between these 
two discourses of values has been emerging. This tension is connected to the recently emerging 
conflict in the relationship between university funding and government policies (Boggs, 2009). 
In other words, Public University like other institution in Canada and Ontario has been forced by 
government(s) policy to narrow its academic-educational mission (Axelrod, 2002). Under such a 
condition, neoliberal and instrumental values are privileged over liberal and academic-
humanistic values. The argument is that even if it is justifiable for the administration to search 
for an agenda that promotes the branding and income generation, it cannot mean that they 
overlook the intrinsic basic academic values of postsecondary education. From the point of views 
of faculty members, the university administrators and policy makers need to approach their 
decision to internationalize from the perspective of the liberal-academic values rather than 
neoliberal-instrumental values. In other words, if the university administration approaches 
internationalization with a business or market perspective, then all key policy stakeholders - 
students, faculty and staff- are viewed from a financial/business standpoint, rather than from an 
academic and scholarly standpoint. Rather, the values behind the internationalization agenda 
need to be deeply redefined and reconsidered to include intellectual pluralism, critical thinking, 
scholarly excellence, and deliberative democracy where decisions are made on the basis of 
public discussion and collaboration. 
For internationalization policy making, the administration needs an imaginary which 
recognizes that the university is an academic-socio-cultural enterprise aimed at educating new 
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generations of global citizens. Internationalization could, furthermore, instill the humanitarian-
culturally and scholarly core values which are currently submerging in public institutions 
(Giroux, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). I am not suggesting that Public University should return 
to the values of origins of the university in the Renaissance period. Rather, I argue that although 
the zeitgeist of our time pushes the administration to have an internationalization agenda that 
reflects the economic realities of the time, it cannot inevitably mean that they have to overlook 
the basic-intrinsic liberal values of higher education. Without belittling the importance of 
financial aspect of internationalization, it is traditionally acknowledged that higher education 
serves the public good as the stronghold of public democratic and educational-academic values 
(Giroux & Searls Giroux, 2004). In the largest sense, internationalization must contribute to 
‘human flourishing’ (Nixon, 2011). It is still expected that the university should take 
responsibility not only to search for truth regardless of where it may lead (Bok, 2003) but also to 
educate students to push power politically and morally to be responsible and accountable at the 
local, national and international levels. 
The argument also is that the current policy making process regarding internationalization is 
flawed and needs to be profoundly rethought and changed. Internationalization initiatives need to 
be more accessible and useful for all. The existing internationalization processes and procedures 
are challenged because they are not fully and appropriately internationalized. The 
administration’s hidden presupposition maybe is that internationalization activities cannot please 
everyone properly, nor can they meet all needs and demands according to each faculty’s and 
students’ priority and expectations. But based on the findings of this study an ideal agenda for 
internationalization must develop in a fully democratic engagement from all walks of life based 
on harmony between educational and market rationales. Under such a condition, the argument is 
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that there is a strategic need to combine the key components of the University’s motto of 
‘usefulness’ (knowledge for living) and ‘truth’ (search for knowledge). In other words, 
imbalanced concentration on a single component of the University motto is the issue of 
misleading internationalization policies. The lack of balance between two central parts of the 
university motto may lead the institution to lose ground. Internationalization requires harmony 
and a dynamic balance between different rationales and values discussed above. Having balance 
between the business and academic values seems to be the ideal type of internationalization 
initiatives for most participants. One of the researcher participants, Dr. Pierce, a Full Professor 
from the Faculty of Social Science, for example, well echoed this point. He stated: 
“internationalization has to be about some balance between the business aspect of 
internationalization and the cultural-educational aspect of internationalization.” This reflection is 
similar to something that Dr. Tracy, another Full Professor from the Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities called: “balance between public values and market values.”  
The final argument, accordingly, is that with due attention to the necessity of making up for 
the declining public funding at Public University, there is a need to maintain balance in the 
global market of internationalization and to protect democratic public and academic values and 
principles of higher education. I argue that a persuasive and dynamic balance between ‘Veritas’ 
et ‘Utilitas’ or a value balance between search for knowledge (truth) and knowledge for living 
(usefulness), and accordingly harmony between two discourses of values would be an ideal type 
policy for the coming internationalization of the University. It is evident that striking the right 
and dynamic balance between two polar sides of internationalization is always a challenge but it 
is one that the University administration has to do extensively and transparently. The reality is 
that like administrators, we are aware of the contemporary fiscal shortages and constraints, but 
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higher education has traditionally been regarded for its contributions to intellectual and scholarly 
values (Axelrod, 2002; Bok, 2003; Childress, 2010; Clark, 1998; Giroux, 2007, 2011; Guld, 
2003; Readings, 1996; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2009). I agree with 
scholars like Stier (2004) who believe that economic realities cannot be overlooked with regards 
to postsecondary education policies, but the Public University administration should be well 
aware of the potential risks and challenges of international market and business aspect of 
internationalization. Therefore, we agree upon the strategy of harmony and equilibrium, and it is 
important that the institution sets up a bridge between aspects of market rationales and 
educational-academic rationales in order to reach all its goals and objectives.  
Further Recommendations  
Policies should be revised and updated over time on the basis of ongoing research and 
investigation to ensure that existing agenda and processes are being incorporated into the needs 
and expectations of stakeholders. Research has shown that policy analysis, particularly critical 
policy analysis, has had relatively little influence on policy making circles and their procedures 
(Stewart, 2009; Taylor, et.al., 2007; Weiss, 1983). Unfortunately, critical policy research either 
does not influence higher education policies, or influences are little and unremarkable. In other 
words, the implications of critical studies and recommendations from policy-oriented research 
seem to have little effect on either the day-to-day operations of policy initiatives or the long-term 
directions of education policy (Berliner, 1990; Pal, 2010; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Without 
generalizing the findings and discussions, I am, however, confident about the impact that this 
study will have on the administration and policy makers in public universities in Ontario and 
Canada. 
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The other issue is that while globalization may have both positive and negative consequences 
to higher education, the existing policies and processes of internationalization may decrease the 
population of international students seeking further education in host universities like Public 
University and many other institutions in Ontario. In other words, in a “nationally uneven system 
of higher education in Canada” (Coates & Morrison, 2011, p. 178) and under the condition of 
aggressive competition for foreign students, there are two factors that may make Ontario 
universities much less attractive than they once were and, consequently, decrease international 
student enrollment. These are: ‘imbalanced procedures’ (such as increasing tuition rates, grant 
discriminatory policies) and dual valuation [with regards to graduate and undergraduate 
students]. If, consequently, the university administration’s goal is to increase the population of 
the best and brightest international students, making a policy of equivalence tuition for local and 
international students is a first and most important step. In other words, what is actually 
influential in increasing the number of international students on campus is to decrease 
international students’ tuition fees. Having a balance between the business and educational 
aspects of internationalization initiatives is, therefore, recommended.  
As shown in Chapter V and discussed in Chapter VI, there is a reciprocal (and assumedly 
equal) lack of knowledge and understanding about each other’s values between administrators 
and faculty with regards to rationales and values behind internationalization initiatives. 
Therefore, a closer and mutual understanding between administrators and faculty is 
professionally and persuasively needed. In other words, Public University needs an 
approach/agenda that would address the gap between the current administration/faculty 
misunderstanding and somewhat conflict of attitudes and enable more sustainable running of 
development of internationalization programs on and outside of campus whilst still delivering on 
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the three core missions of contemporary higher education success, teaching-learning, research-
knowledge/, and service-supports. 
Areas for Future Research 
In addition, there are a few key related topics for future and further policy research and 
analysis in the area of internationalization of higher education:  
(1) How students, local and international, differentiate values, rationales and initiatives 
presented in internationalization policy statements, procedures and practices. 
(2) Support systems for local and international students that would include both financial 
support and on-campus services networks for all new students.  
(3) Potential benefits and challenges of internationalization of public institutions in 
Canada, including benefits and risks of internationalization initiatives for local and international 
students.   
(4) A comparative critical policy analyses of internationalization of higher education in 
different provinces of Canada, in different Anglo-American countries, and different developing 
country settings. 
(5) ‘Postsecondary education for all’ in privileged institutions in the developed world in 
which their administrations seek international students from wealthy families from rich 
developing countries. 
Concluding Remarks 
As the study comes to a close, I would like to present below a few thoughts. At the present time, 
if one walks through the centre spot of Public University (like any other public institution in 
Ontario and Canada), one sees and hears different languages spoken on campus. The cultural 
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composition of University has changed dramatically over the past 25 years. While global 
corporatization is rapidly accelerating in all areas, the existing boom of internationalization is 
going to occur amid the whispers of ‘hope’ and ‘fear’ in the coming decade(s). In an optimistic 
scenario, internationalization is supposed to be promising because of all its opportunities, 
benefits, and different ways of promoting and educating global citizens. In a pessimistic 
scenario, internationalization might become the major victim of its own success due to erosion of 
the quality of liberal humanitarian and academic values. The growing financial dependence of 
the public institutions on international students carries significant challenges. “International 
students are, in effect, propping up and improving universities for all in attendance. If they stop 
coming, the universities feel financial pain” (Coates & Morrison, 2011, p. 218). Although 
internationalization will remain a central force and priority in higher education institutions, its 
contours are unclear. Therefore, the University’s administration should be well aware of the 
potential challenges of internationalization initiatives, which includes wiping out the intrinsic 
values, academic standards and intellectual traditions of the university and in their place 
favouring corporate outcome, and market-driven values.  
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Appendix A: Interview Questions 
 
1) What does it mean to internationalize higher education? 
2) What do you think internationalization means to Public University? 
3) Why do you think Public University should engage in internationalization activities? 
4) Why do you think you should engage in the university/your department’s programs of 
internationalization?  
5) What are the main activities associated with internationalization? Could you give me some 
examples of related activities in the university/your department? 
6) How and by whom are internationalization plans developed in the university/your department?  
7) Were you involved in the writing of internationalization strategic plan(s)? If so, how you were 
involved? If not, why not? 
8) Who benefits and who does not benefit in internationalization activities in your department/and 
university? 
9) What hose priorities are heard most and whose are absent the most in your department/and 
university’s internationalization activities?  
10) In what way do internationalization strategic plans impact on your scholarly values and 
professional needs? 
11) What values influence/direct the policies and activities of internationalization in the 
university/your department? 
12) To what degree is diversity as a core element of internationalization encouraged (and embedded) 
in different related initiatives in the university/your department? 
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